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ABSTRACT 
 
The purpose of the study was to examine the association between fraternity membership 
and members’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other variables. Data from the 2004-2007 
"College Students' Beliefs and Values" (CSBV) longitudinal survey instrument from the Higher 
Education Research Institute (HERI) at the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) 
were used to carry out the study. Propensity score matching (PSM) was employed to compare 
fraternity members and non-members’ spirituality, religiousness, and related qualities. Using 
PSM helped reduce differences among the treatment status, or fraternity membership, before 
regressing on the measured scores of spiritual, religiosity, and other factors. 
Fraternity ritual, the moral and ethical foundations of many Greek letter organizations, 
often is cited as the positive ideal of the organization (Brooks, 1967; Callais, 2005; McMinn, 
1979). The findings from the study provided evidence that there was not a relationship between 
fraternity memberships and members’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other factors except 
for Charitable Involvement, which is defined as “a behavioral measure that includes activities 
such as participating in community service, donating money to charity, and helping friends with 
personal problems” (Spirituality in Higher Education, 2010a). College student affairs 
practitioners can utilize this research to enhance programming for both fraternity and non-
affiliated men.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The field of college student development has emerged entirely since the twentieth century 
(Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, and Renn, 2010). While the original purpose of student 
development was to help students determine their occupation, the study of college students has 
grown to be more inclusive. As student enrollments at institutions of higher education become 
increasingly diverse, it becomes more important to have a greater understanding of these 
students’ experiences and developmental needs. 
An aspect of college student development that many institutions of higher education 
historically promoted, but currently fail to foster amongst their student body, is religious and 
spiritual development (Chickering, Dalton, Stamm, 2006). Colleges and universities “need to 
temper [the] current heavy emphasis on rational empiricism and professional and vocational 
preparation with increased efforts to help students address issues of authenticity and spiritual 
growth” (pp. 23-24). While these institutions focus on providing students with the necessary 
skills to be successful in intellectual engagement and the workforce, they no longer deliberately 
provide students with the knowledge and skills to develop a life of meaning and purpose. 
Young adults work to develop their spirituality through their exploration of possible 
truths until they identify that “truth” which is most appealing and satisfying (Parks, 2000). 
Individuals begin to rely on themselves to shape their own future while at the same time trusting 
authority figures – individuals who help support and challenge their beliefs. Young adolescents 
are on “a spiritual quest to make sense out of life experiences and to seek patterns, order, 
coherence, and relation among the disparate elements of human living” (Chickering and Reisser, 
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1993, p. 58). This active spiritual quest allows college students to begin to shape their own 
beliefs and values, and to move away from their parents’ beliefs and towards independence.  
Researchers have found a difference between male and female students’ spiritual beliefs, 
religious beliefs, and other associated concepts. Bryant (2007) reported a significant difference 
between male and female college students with women reporting higher levels of twelve of the 
thirteen factors (e.g., spirituality, commitment to religion, religiousness, and religious/social 
conservatism, etc.) using the pilot administration of the CSBV Survey which included 3,680 
students in the sample with 53 percent of the participants reporting as female. Alternatively, 
when compared to women, men only reported having a higher level of spiritual/religious growth. 
Bryant (2007) used a series of regressions to compare the effects of different college experiences 
on men’s and women’s spiritual development and Astin’s (1993) Input-Environment-Outcome 
(I-E-O) model. This method of analysis provides a more precise estimate of the effect that 
college environments/experiences has on the outcome by controlling for student background 
indicators (e.g., characteristics and predispositions).  
Buchko (2004) examined the religious beliefs and practices of male and female college 
students. To observe the relationship, he was able to survey 269 students from introductory 
psychology and sociology courses using eight items from the Rohrbaugh and Jessor (1975) scale 
to assess religiosity. In addition, he also administered surveys to students who lived in the 
residence halls with the permission of the hall directors. Chi-square analysis was conducted on 
the subsamples of men and women to rule out confounding variables and one-way analyses of 
variance were calculated for each of the Rohrbaugh-Jessor (1975) items. Buchko found that 
prayer occurred more frequently in women’s lives, but during stressful times men were found to 
pray more often than women. However, her findings failed to support the hypothesis that women 
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believed more than men that the connection with a higher being played an important role in their 
everyday lives. Women, however, were significantly more likely than men to look to religion for 
advice or guidance in times of trouble. Also, women felt more comfortable and secure than men 
with the degree to which they incorporated religion into their lives.  
Even though there has been little quantitative or qualitative research that has examined 
the spiritual development of fraternity members, there is a growing interest in this line of 
research (Goldfarb, 2008; Webb & Mueller, 2009; Lynch, 2011). Using data from the Pilot 
College Student Beliefs and Values study, Goldfarb (2008) found significant differences between 
fraternity members and non-affiliated participants regarding measures of spirituality and 
associated beliefs and values, with affiliated men reporting a higher level of religious skepticism 
than their non-affiliated peers. Religious skepticism reflects a personal feeling that most things 
are left up to chance and there is an absence of a higher power.  
Similarly, Webb and Mueller (2009) found that a significant difference between affiliated 
and non-affiliated students was their level of “connectedness” with affiliated students scoring 
significantly lower on the connectedness scale than their non-affiliated peers. Connectedness was 
defined as ‘feelings of belonging and responsibility to a larger human reality that cuts across 
generations and groups’” (p. 48). Individuals with a lower level of connectedness often feel a 
sense of isolation and find it difficult to find meaning within a group or community. 
Lynch (2011) found that participants often discussed how the religious majority (e.g., 
Christian members) was often privileged within the fraternity organization and their original 
expectations of the organization were not congruent with their experiences. For example, one 
participant explained his frustration with Chapter social functions being held during the Jewish 
Sabbath. He further described how he felt Christian members were fortunate not to have to be 
  
1 Goldfarb, J. B. (2008). Student spiritual development associated with fraternity 
affiliation.Unpublished master’s thesis. Eastern Illinois University, Charleston. 
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excused from the Chapter event to observe the Christian Sabbath. Looking at the findings from 
the studies on fraternity membership and spiritual development would lead one to believe that 
there is a relationship between fraternity membership and members’ spiritual beliefs and values. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of the study was to examine the association between fraternity membership 
and members’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other factors compared to non-affiliated 
students. As Goldfarb discussed in his unpublished master’s thesis, fraternity ritual, which is the 
ideal representation of the moral and ethical foundations of many Greek letter organizations, 
often is cited as the positive ideal of Greek life (Brooks, 1967; Callais, 2005; McMinn, 1979). 
For example, the motto of Phi Beta Kappa, the first American college fraternity, is “[l]ove of 
wisdom the guide of life” and the founding principles are friendship, morality, and learning 
(Robson, 1966, p. 23). Embedded in these ideals are the guiding principles for living a more 
fulfilled life. 1  
As noted in Goldfarb and Eberly (2011): 
Most college men are aware of the positive masculine traits they wish to exhibit (e.g., 
honor, loyalty, respect) but fall victim to acting-out their peers’ perceptions of what it 
means to be a “man” (Harris, 2008). College fraternities are often cited as organizations 
that foster hyper-masculine behaviors (e.g., misogyny, excessive alcohol consumption, 
homophobia). Pressure from fellow members to live-up to a socially constructed 
definition of masculinity requires fraternity members to constantly be vigilant in proving 
their masculinity to their peers (Edwards, 2007; Harris; 2006; Kimmel, 2008; Sanday, 
2007; Syrett, 2009). While members often feel pressure from their fraternity brothers or 
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from their own perceptions of masculinity to deviate from the organization’s espoused 
principles and values, they realize these behaviors are contradictory to the espoused 
mission of character development found in many fraternal organizations (Syrett, 2009). 
Schutts (2013) mentions that espoused values are not the lived values in most undergraduate 
chapters. “We fall short as a profession if we believe the ‘values conversation’ [ritual] to be the 
ultimate solution. If the values our students are connecting to are the expectations held by their 
peers, then a misalignment occurs” (p. 14).  
Parks (2000) theory of faith development focuses extensively on the development of 
young adults. While her developmental model focuses on faith development, there are many 
similarities between themes that are examined in her study and the ones presented in this study. 
Parks discusses at length the importance higher education plays in helping young adults make 
meaning of one’s life. Through mentoring (e.g., professors, counselors, residence hall staff, etc.), 
a meaningful relationship between the mentor and mentee is hoped to be constructed – one that 
helps “young adults cross the threshold of critical thought into new questions and possibilities” 
(p. 128).  
Within Parks’ framework, the mentor assists the individual to develop a more complex 
understanding of faith through supporting and challenging the young adult to construct a more 
complex understanding of their own faith, beliefs, and values. Parks does not discuss the 
mentoring role that fraternity advisors and older brothers assume within the fraternity. 
Researchers who study fraternity affiliation have mentioned the importance of developing this 
type of relationship, since “A mentor provides guidance, counsel, challenge, and support to the 
mentee” (White and Williams, 2010, ¶ 5). Programming opportunities could also allow mentors 
to form a healthier sense of masculine identity (McKee, 2013). 
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The Franklin Square group, which consisted of college and university presidents as well 
as members from international fraternities and sororities, realized the importance of promoting a 
shared set of values that can be used to assess current policies and practices (American 
Association of State Colleges and Universities, 2005). This group developed a report that 
provides a tool to help professionals who work with fraternities and sororities to assist members 
to recognize the difference between their espoused values and their negative actions. One of the 
espoused values is for fraternities and sororities to foster their organizational values among their 
members, but more importantly, working on “personal development programs designed to help 
members understand, clarify and integrate their personal values into their daily lives” (¶ 22). The 
purpose of this study, therefore was to examine the association between fraternity membership 
and members’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other variables, with an ultimate goal of 
identifying a path to reinforce those values among undergraduate fraternity members. 
Research Question(s)/Hypothesis  
To what extent does fraternity membership affect students’ levels of spirituality, 
religiosity, and other associated beliefs and values was the key question addressed in this study. 
The relationship between fraternity membership and members’ levels of spirituality and other 
associated beliefs using 12 factor scales from the longitudinal College Student Beliefs and 
Values Survey (Higher Education Research Institute, 2004; 2007) was analyzed. The factors 
were categorized into three groups: spirituality (3 scales), religiousness (5 scales), and 
“spiritually related qualities” (4 scales) (Astin, Astin, and Lindholm, 2011a). It was hypothesized 
that there would be an association between fraternity affiliation and members’ spirituality, 
religiosity, and other factors. There is evidence (Eberly, 1970; Goldfarb, 2008; Goldfarb & 
Eberly, 2011; Hayek, Carini, O’Day, and Kuh, 2002; Webb & Mueller, 2009) to support this 
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hypothesis. In two of these studies (Goldfarb & Eberly, 2011; Webb & Mueller, 2009), a 
significant difference was found between the measured levels of spirituality and other related 
factors for affiliated and non-affiliated participants. 
Significance of the Study 
Fraternity membership has often been observed by researchers to have a negative 
influence on those who belong (e.g., hazing, binge drinking, homophobia) (Bartholow, Sher, & 
Krull, 2003; Caudill, Crosse, Campbell, Howard, Luckey, & Blane, 2006; Kuh & Arnold, 1993). 
These influences have a negative impact on the self-perceptions of members, having a negative 
effect on individuals’ spiritual growth. Members who reported being hazed mentioned feelings 
of mistrust, victimization, and alienation (Nuwer, 1999).  
Individuals at the “Young Adult Faith Stage” in their spiritual development have a fragile 
image of themselves, and negative or humiliating comments from fellow fraternity members can 
be detrimental to individuals’ spiritual development (Parks, 1986, p. 73). Instead of forming a 
healthy mentoring relationship, one that helps young men determine their ideal views of their 
potential self, older fraternity members’ actions and comments negatively affect younger 
members’ sense of self. The present study helps determine if there is incongruence between the 
espoused values of the organization and members’ reported beliefs and values by examining the 
relationship between fraternity membership and members’ spirituality, religiosity, and other 
factors.  
College men often find it difficult to develop an authentic narrative of masculinities, 
while developing a sense of purpose, construct meaning, and a direction for their lives. Fraternity 
members have been recognized as feeling the need to be vigilant to the hyper-masculine 
behaviors that often define the normative narrative of masculinity (e.g., misogyny, excessive 
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alcohol consumption, homophobia) (Harris, 2006). The present study helps provide evidence to 
determine the affect fraternity affiliation has on members’ levels of spirituality and measures of 
spiritual-related qualities (e.g., charitable involvement, ethics of caring, compassionate self-
concept, etc.). Charitable Involvement is defined as “a behavioral measure that includes activities 
such as participating in community service, donating money to charity, and helping friends with 
personal problems” (Spirituality in Higher Education, 2010a). 
Lastly, while there is a need to explore the impact of organizational programming that 
supports character development (Hayek, et al., 2002), programming with the intended outcome 
to support their members’ spiritual development also needs to be included in the discussion. 
There is a significant amount of overlap between the concepts discussed in the research on 
character development and spiritual development. Character development often focuses on the 
behaviors and values that influence the moral choices individuals make in their daily life 
(Devlin, 2012). Previous researchers have often tried to determine what are the beliefs and values 
that develop character. The present study helps identify specific changes needed in the 
programming or advising of Greek organizations to support both character and spiritual 
development. 
Limitations of the Study 
There are several limitations to the study relating to the design of the survey, the 
available data set, and the statistical analyses used for the study. The CSBV survey was designed 
to measure spirituality. As defined by the HERI research team, the spirituality construct is a: 
multifaceted quality that involves an active quest for answers to life’s “big questions 
” (Spiritual Quest), a global worldview that transcends ethnocentrism and egocentrism 
(Ecumenical Worldview), a sense of caring and compassion for others (Ethic of Caring) 
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coupled with a lifestyle that includes service to others (Charitable Involvement), and a 
capacity to maintain one’s sense of calm and centeredness, especially in times of stress 
(Equanimity). (Lindholm, Millora, Schwartz, and Spinosa, 2011, p. 5) 
Spirituality was then separated into three different sections – spirituality, religiousness, and 
“other dimensions that were expected to be related to spirituality and religiousness” (Higher 
Education Research Institute, 2004c). Spirituality includes Spiritual Identification, Spiritual 
Quest, and Equanimity. Religiousness includes Religious Commitment, Religious Struggle, 
Religious Engagement, Religious Social Conservatism, and Religious Skepticism. The items 
designated “related qualities” in the survey were Charitable Involvement, Ethic of Caring, 
Ecumenical Worldview, and Compassionate Self-Concept. While the survey was divided into 
three sections, the researcher’s definition of spirituality includes only items from the first and 
third sections of the survey (spirituality and “related qualities”). 
In order to interpret the results of the study, one must assume the HERI research team’s 
definition of spirituality. In this definition, a person may be considered spiritual based on the 
survey results, even if the respondents would not consider themselves spiritual. It is possible to 
exhibit positive “related qualities” such as charitable involvement, ethic of caring, ecumenical 
worldview, and compassionate self-concept without being what is generally thought of as 
spiritual or religious. However, the broad definition of spirituality utilized by the HERI research 
team includes such respondents. Within the context of this research, “related qualities” will be 
referred to as other beliefs and values, since they are not necessarily related to the general 
definition of spirituality, but are related to the research team’s definition of spirituality. 
The results from the analysis are limited to first-time, full-time freshmen males entering a 
four-year college or university in the fall of 2004 (Astin, Astin, and Lindholm, 2011a). As such, 
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generalizations cannot be made about transfer, part-time, or students that were not continuously 
enrolled between the fall 2004 and spring 2007 semesters.  
There was not a way to determine the type of Greek Letter Organization survey 
participants joined using the College Student Beliefs and Values Longitudinal data set. I was also 
unable to determine if the respondents’ social fraternity had a religious or spiritual component, 
was a co-ed fraternity, or was geared towards serving traditionally underrepresented minorities 
such as Latino based and Black Greek letter organizations. It should also be noted that students 
self-reported whether they were members of a “social” fraternity (e.g., dichotomous variable), 
thus differentiating between academic based fraternities that may have a social component and 
those fraternities that are mainly “social” fraternities was left up to the survey participant to 
discern.  
Some colleges and universities do allow fraternities to recruit incoming students the 
summer before freshman year. However, the traditional recruitment period for many social 
fraternities occurs after the first day of the fall semester. Historically Black fraternities do not 
generally participate in campus rush activities, do not accept freshmen, and have separate 
“intake” informational meetings and application processes (Kimbrough, 2003). Since the 
relationship between fraternity membership and their measures from the College Student Beliefs 
and Values survey were examined, that participants had not joined a social fraternity before the 
freshman year survey was administered. Even though a participant may have pledged a 
fraternity, it is unlikely that they filled out the freshman year survey due to the new member 
process usually taking six to eight weeks to complete. A new member would need to complete 
this process before they were eligible to be initiated into the fraternity. However, these 
observations were removed from the study to ensure data fidelity. 
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By using propensity score matching, the association between fraternity membership and 
members’ spirituality, religiosity, and other related spiritual qualities was able to be determined. 
However, limitations exist with this statistical method. One limitation is that propensity score 
matching depends on having a large enough data comparison group so that every treatment case 
can be matched (Dehejia and Wahba, 2002). There are a total of 4,693 male participants in the 
CSBV longitudinal study with 732 students reporting joining a social fraternity and 3,961 
reporting being unaffiliated. 
While the items chosen from the College Student Beliefs and Values 2004 Survey 
accounted for relevant pre-treatment covariates, there was a possibility that not all of the relevant 
pre-treatment covariates were available. Also, generalizability can only be made on the region of 
common support. The region of common support is the overlap of the matched estimated 
propensity scores using the pre-treatment covariates as predictors in the logistic regression model 
to calculate the propensity scores. If there were pre-treatment covariates on which balance cannot 
be achieved, then the region of common support was restricted on that limitation. The findings 
from the analysis can only be generalized for students who are within the region of common 
support. For example, if balance cannot be achieved on Native-Americans, this sub-population 
could not be included in the sample. 
 Even though the institutional ID for each respondent was available, which would control 
for institutional effects that play a role in the decision making process of joining a fraternity, 
constraining matched propensity scores among fraternity members and non-affiliated participants 
within each institution could not accomplished due to the limited number of fraternity members 
within each institution.  
 12 
There was not enough overlap between fraternity members and non-affiliated students 
within each institution. There were thirty-five institutions out of a hundred and thirty-five with 
five or more fraternity members. There were only eighteen institutions with ten or more 
fraternity members. There were fifty-two institutions with no students reporting being affiliated 
with a social fraternity. Due to the small number of fraternity members within each institution’s 
data set there was not enough overlap between fraternity members and non-affiliated participants 
to include an institutional effect.  
Delimitations 
 
Spiritual development is a personal process that is one of many developmental tasks that 
young adults engage while enrolled in college. Young adults search to define an authentic sense 
of meaning and purpose while challenging and affirming their present beliefs and values (Parks, 
2000). Many social fraternities were founded based on spiritual/religious beliefs and principals, 
which are manifested in their ritual (Brooks, 1967; Callais, 2005; McMinn, 1979). My personal 
experience as member of Sigma Alpha Epsilon and the extant literature examining the 
relationship between fraternity affiliation and spirituality (Goldfarb, 2008; Webb & Mueller, 
2009; Lynch, 2011) also provide the justification for the research conducted. Therefore, it is 
assumed that fraternity membership could justifiably be a force that influences members’ 
spiritual development.  
Definitions 
Below are definitions and interpretations of the key concepts that may be referred to 
throughout the study: 
Spirituality. There are many aspects of spirituality that researchers have recognized in 
the current body of literature. Love and Talbot (1999) identified that while there is not a 
 13 
universal definition for spirituality, there are three shared assumptions about what is meant when 
using the term, “spirituality”. First, the desire to develop spiritually is a natural aspect of human 
development. “Second, spiritual development and spirituality are interchangeable concepts in 
that both represent a process (i.e., movement, interaction, transcendence) with no endpoint” (p. 
364). Third, one must be open to change to be able to achieve spiritual enlightenment.  
Bryant (2007) concluded from her examination of the existing literature on spirituality 
that there are many ambiguous spiritual concepts, which include multiple meanings. From her 
research, she defined spirituality 
as a process of seeking personal authenticity, genuineness, and wholeness; transcending 
one’s current locus of centricity (i.e., recognizing concerns beyond oneself); developing a 
greater connectedness to self and others through relationships and community; deriving 
meaning, purpose, and direction in life; and openness to exploring a relationship with a 
higher power or powers that transcend human existence and human knowing. (p. 1) 
Even though her definition may appear to be vague and all-inclusive, it does show the multiple 
facets of what is meant to be spiritual. 
An important distinction that has been addressed in recent literature on student 
spirituality is the difference between being spiritual and being religious (Bryant, Choi, and 
Yasuno, 2003). “Religion – for the most part – may be spiritual at the core, but spirituality can 
stand apart from religion, leading some individuals to classify themselves as spiritual, but not 
religious” (p. 724). Though there is a distinction between being spiritual and religious, the two 
concepts should be not viewed dichotomously. Hill, Pargament, Hood, McCullough, Swyers, 
Larson, and Zinnbauer (2000) suggest, “scholars and researchers who advocate for spirituality 
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(or religiousness) and against religiousness (or spirituality) ignore the reality that these 
phenomena are inherently intertwined” (p. 72).  
While researchers have included aspects of beings religious in their definition and 
constructs of spirituality, it is not necessary that students have to be religious to be spiritual; 
there is a clear distinction between those two concepts. In the process of constructing a survey 
for the College Student Beliefs and Values study, the Higher Education Research Institute 
(2004a) staff sought to develop an instrument that would be inclusive of all students’ beliefs 
whether or not their spiritual beliefs stemmed from personal religious convictions or from other 
sources. As a result the HERI instrument included both spiritual beliefs and perspectives while 
also incorporating spiritual practices and behaviors.  
Using five of the measures from the longitudinal College Student Beliefs and Values 
study, the HERI research team developed the following working definition for “spirituality”:  
Spirituality is a multifaceted quality that involves an active quest for answers to life’s 
“big questions” (Spiritual Quest), a global worldview that transcends ethnocentrism and 
egocentrism (Ecumenical Worldview), a sense of caring and compassion for others (Ethic 
of Caring) coupled with a lifestyle that includes service to others (Charitable 
Involvement), and a capacity to maintain one’s sense of calm and centeredness, 
especially in times of stress (Equanimity). (Lindholm, Millora, Schwartz, and Spinosa, 
2011, p. 5) 
 Fraternity Affiliation. A fraternity is defined as “A social association of the students or 
alumni of a college or university, usually having a name consisting of three Greek letters, such as 
‘Phi Beta Kappa’ ” (Oxford English Dictionaries, 1989, ¶ 1). 
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Fraternity Ritual. A rite of passage “in initiating fraternity new members; many groups 
use a ritual in conducting formal chapter meetings, in the ceremonies for installing officers, and 
for memorial services” (Anson & Marchesani, 1991, p. I-13). Rituals are used to mark stages of 
membership (e.g., initiating as a new member, initiating as an active brother, etc.) and to conduct 
business (Driver, 1991). High ideals, morals, and ethical teachings are at the center of most 
rituals (Anson and Marchesani, 1991). These rituals also provide instruction on the responsibility 
members have to uphold the higher purpose of the organization. New initiates, when becoming 
members in the fraternity, are often reminded of the charges they are taking to challenge 
themselves to be of good character and loyal brothers.  
Hazing. “‘Hazing’ refers to any activity expected of someone joining a group (or to 
maintain full status in a group) that humiliates, degrades or risks emotional and/or physical harm, 
regardless of the person's willingness to participate” (StopHazing.org, 2005, ¶ 1). 
Masculinity. Masculinity is a social construct often used to describe “behaviors, 
languages, and practices existing in specific cultural and organizational locations, which are 
commonly associated with males and thus culturally defined as not feminine” (Whitehead & 
Barrett, 2001, p. 15). 
Multi-dimensional identity development. The multiple dimensions of identity 
development models view identity in a holistic manner – one that allows individuals to embrace 
multiple identities simultaneously and understand how changing experiences can influence their 
identity (Jones and McEwen, 2000). 
Summary 
As previously noted, the purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between 
fraternity membership and members’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other variables. The 
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review of literature will demonstrate there has been little quantitative or qualitative research that 
has examined spiritual development of fraternity members (Goldfarb, 2008; Goldfarb & Eberly, 
2011; Lynch, 2011; Webb & Mueller, 2009). This study expands upon the extant research in the 
area of spiritual development as well as the research on the impact of Greek life on male students 
and the possible purpose it serves in their human development.  
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELEVANT RESEARCH 
 While there has been little quantitative or qualitative research that has examined spiritual 
development of fraternity members (Goldfarb, 2008; Goldfarb & Eberly, 2011; Lynch, 2011; 
Webb & Mueller, 2009), this chapter will provide an overview of the relevant research and 
theories regarding the study of the effect of fraternities on members’ spirituality. First, theories 
regarding faith and spiritual development were analyzed. Second, Multiple Dimensions of 
Identity Development Models were reviewed to discuss how different aspects of a person’s 
identity interact with one another. Lastly, the literature on spiritual development, fraternity 
affiliation, masculinity, and multiple identity development on college students was examined. 
Theories of Faith and Spirituality Development 
A review of previous research in the area of faith and/or spiritual development produced 
little information on spiritual development, especially in the area of student development. Some 
of the key individuals who have made a significant impact in the research on faith or spirituality 
development are Fowler (1981), Parks (2000), and Helminiak (1987). While there are differences 
between each of the faith development theories, there are many similarities between them and 
the theoretical frameworks that the researchers used to support their claims.  
A possible reason that Fowler and Parks’ works are considered faith development models 
is that they were created before higher education professionals took an interest in spirituality 
(Love, 2002). It was not until the mid-1990’s that there was a “surge in the quest for meaning, or 
for spiritual or religious fulfillment both within society and among traditional-aged college 
students” (p. 359), providing the motivation for student affairs professionals and researchers to 
revisit these theories and examine how these issues were related to students’ lives. Before the 
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mid-1980’s it was considered taboo to discuss or view student development issues through the 
lenses of religion, faith, and spiritualty.  
Fowler’s Faith Development Model. Fowler’s (1981) faith development model was 
significantly influenced by Piaget’s theory of cognitive development, Kohlberg’s moral 
development theory, as well as many others. Faith development addresses both the cognitive and 
moral development of the individual. Faith is defined as a human universal and is fashioned 
through an interactive process.  
How these capacities are activated and grow depends to a large extent on how we are 
welcomed into the world and what kind of environments we grow in. Faith is interactive 
and social; it requires community, language, ritual, and nurture. (p. xiii)  
Fowler’s faith development model attempts to provide stages to help understand the complexity 
of faith. He does not argue that his theory is comprehensive and subsequently his theory will not 
contain all the aspects of faith development. 
Fowler’s faith theory consists of six developmental stages (Evans, Forney, Guido, Patton, 
and Renn, 2010). The developmental theory starts with a pre-stage during infancy, or 
undifferentiated faith, where the individual’s first view of God is as caregiver. At approximately 
two years of age, this stage then transitions into the intuitive-projective stage where the child 
starts to construct an image of God based on pictures, images, and stories. The next stage, the 
mythical-literal stage, is where elementary school-aged children form their perspective of God 
through the unquestioned belief of their parents and family members. As the child transitions 
into adolescence, or the synthetic-conventional stage, she or he starts to integrate varying 
perspectives (e.g., peers, school, religious community, etc.) into her or his personal faith beliefs 
but still seeks validation of faith. During the individual-reflective stage, which usually occurs 
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between the age of thirty or forty, a person’s beliefs and values are formed from personal 
perceptions and are usually influenced by an experience wherein her or his beliefs were 
challenged. The huge leap between synthetic-conventional into individual-reflective in Fowler’s 
theory can be accounted for by a person not initially having the necessary life experiences to 
construct an individualized set of beliefs and values.  
The last two stages of Fowler’s theory, conjunctive faith and universalized faith, require a 
person to transcend beyond their own beliefs and form an appreciation for others’ faiths. While 
Fowler identifies that a person would achieve the conjunctive faith stage during midlife or 
beyond, many individuals do not achieve universalized faith during their lifespan. He identifies 
individuals like Gandhi and Martin Luther King Jr. as people who have achieved universalized 
faith. These individuals were able to separate themselves from their beliefs and embody the very 
essence of their beliefs in which their faith informs their decision. For example, Gandhi’s often 
would respond to brutal force from the British police by not retaliating and often would not 
defend himself, which exemplifies his self-sacrifice. His acts symbolize the core essences of his 
beliefs through action.  
Helminiak’s Spiritual Development Model. Helminiak (1987) defines spirituality 
development as “the ongoing integration that results in the self-responsible subject from 
openness to an intrinsic principle of authentic self-transcendence” (p. 41). His model consists of 
five-stages that address the relationship between spirituality, emotional, intellectual, and social 
human interactions and uses both Fowler and Loveinger’s models as theoretical frameworks for 
his study (Love, 2002). His model employs both human development and theoretical frameworks 
but he did not use empirical research to develop his model. While Helminiak’s model does 
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examine many key concepts of spirituality, it does however have a targeted religious slant – 
focusing solely on spiritual development through a Christian lens (Helminiak, 1987). 
The first two steps of his model are taken from Loevinger’s ego development theory: 
conformist and transitional, which he renamed conformist and conscientious/conformist. “These 
two stages represent the experience of adolescents who are moving from the stage of seeking 
approval and being directed externally in their meaning making to self-awareness and self-
determination” (p. 362).  
 The last three stages of Helminiak’s (1987) model are most relevant to spiritual 
development. The third of his spiritual development stages is the conscientious stage.  
It is characterized by the achievement of significantly structuring one’s life according to 
one’s own understanding of things, by optimism over one’s newly accepted sense of 
responsibility for oneself and one’s world, and by rather unbending commitment to one’s 
principles. (p. 85)  
The fourth stage is the compassionate stage. During this stage one becomes mellower - 
letting go of the previous reality they have constructed and replacing it with one that is built on 
deeply felt beliefs and values. They start to become more compassionate with themselves and 
others.  
The last stage in Helminiak’s (1987) model is the cosmic stage. This stage appears to be 
relatively unachievable due to Helminiak’s understanding of spirituality – as being this ultimate 
journey of developing and re-developing a sense of meaning and purpose. Helminiak does regard 
this stage to be one of ultimate spiritual potential, highlighting Gandhi and Mother Teresa as 
possible individuals that may have achieved “ideal perfection” (p. 88). 
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Park’s Faith Development Model. Built on Fowler’s theory, Park’s (2000) faith 
development theory focuses extensively on the development of young adolescents although her 
theory does address later adult stages. Through her research, she observed the shared faith 
experiences young adolescents encounter, which prompted her to add a developmental stage 
between Fowler’s adolescent and adult stages, which she identified as “Young Adult” (Love, 
2002). Park argues that young adults are faced with an ever more complicated universe and are 
required to make meaning of the complexity of their world.  
In reconsidering the formation of young adult faith, and particularly the power that 
mentoring adults have to determine its quality, we may recognize with new strength how 
young adults and their mentors serve to fuel the power and promise of a worthy 
adulthood and the promise of our common future. (Park, 2000, p. 13) 
There are four stages (i.e., adolescent/conventional, young adult, tested adult, mature 
adult) in Park’s faith development model (Park, 2000) with each stage being comprised of three 
components (i.e., forms of knowing, forms of dependence, forms of community). During the 
adolescent or conventional stage, he or she forms knowledge through a dualistic frame of 
thought, either listening to or ignoring authority. At first individuals depend on authority figures 
(e.g., family members, teachers, peers, clergy, etc.) but as the individuals mature, they begin to 
recognize that these figures of authority have faults and thus believe that their ideas are 
unreliable or in conflict. They view their religious or spiritual communities as the only place of 
spiritual or religious fulfillment; however, as the individual matures and realizes their own 
community’s imperfections, they start to value and develop other forms of community (residence 
halls, religious life groups, athletic teams, fraternity affiliation, etc.).  
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As individuals progress towards the young adult faith stage, their form of knowing comes 
from their personal feelings of wanting to find the truth by exploring different possibilities until 
finding the right one. Individuals begin to rely on themselves to shape their own future while at 
the same time they still rely on authority figures. Individuals need mentoring groups to foster a 
complex adult faith; they require communities or groups that allow the individuals to be 
challenged and supported at the same time. 
An individual’s form of knowing comes from her or his personal perception of faith 
during the tested adult stage. At this stage, young adults are able to rely on external authorities 
and internal feelings equally and are more likely to associate with other individuals that have the 
same ideas and similar backgrounds (i.e., religious, socioeconomic, political).  
During the mature adult faith stage individuals realize that all knowledge is relative; 
being in tune with internal wisdom is a more valuable tool. Individuals at this stage form a strong 
sense of interdependence. Young adults are also able to associate with people in many different 
communities with varying backgrounds and beliefs. 
Multiple Dimensions of Identity Development Models 
Identity development has often been viewed in a conventional linear progression (Evans, 
Forney, Guido, Patton, and Renn, 2010). Theorists rarely examine how different aspects of a 
person’s identity (e.g., race, gender, sexual orientation, religion, ability, etc.) interact with one 
another (Jones and McEwen, 2000). However, multiple dimensions of identity development 
theories do view identity in a holistic manner – one that allows individuals to embrace multiple 
identities simultaneously and understand how changing experiences can influence their identity. 
To gain a better understanding of how the intersection of masculinity and spirituality affects 
college men who choose to join a social fraternity, the student development models of Multiple 
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Dimensions of Identity must be understood. 
Multiple Dimensions of Identity development models are fairly new to student 
development theory. There have been few studies done to test these theoretical frameworks. The 
studies that have been done look at the experiences of underrepresented students or focus on 
unbalanced structures of power that perpetuate oppressions – racism, classism, and heterosexism 
(Abes, 2009).  
Reynolds and Pope’s Multidimensional Identity Model. Reynolds and Pope’s (1991) 
study on multiple identity development is one of the most frequently cited studies on this topic 
(Jones and McEwen, 2000). Even though their model primarily focuses on multiple oppressions, 
it does draw attention to the importance of multiple identities. Reynolds and Pope’s 
Multidimensional Identity Model (i.e., MIM) is built on Root’s (1990) biracial identity model.  
There are four dimensions to Reynolds and Pope’s model in which each dimension 
explains ways individuals can resolve being part of more than one oppressed group. Out of the 
first two options of the MIM, individuals choose to associate with only one of their identities. 
One could also choose to embrace all facets of their identities but do so by living their lives 
separately, causing individuals to suppress one aspect of their identity to appease friends, family, 
or other communities. Finally, individuals could create new identities that incorporate their 
multiple identities. “In other words, rather than identifying as a woman or as person with a 
disability, a deaf woman might make connections with other women with disabilities so she no 
longer has to segment and dichotomize the different aspects of herself” (p. 179).  
Jones and McEwen’s Multidimensional Identity Model. Jones and McEwen’s (2000) 
study developed a model that “is a fluid and dynamic one, representing the ongoing construction 
of identities and the influence of changing contexts on the experience of identity development” 
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(p. 408). Their model of multiple dimensional identity demonstrates a person’s identity at a 
specific point in time and “offers a conceptual depiction of relationships among college students’ 
socially constructed identity dimensions, recognizing that each dimension cannot be fully 
understood in isolation” (Abes, Jones, McEwen, 2007, p. 3). Rather than focusing on each 
element of the multiple dimensions of identity, the model illustrates the ability to live 
comfortably with multiple identity elements at the same time. 
Jones and McEwen’s model consists of two main components, the core and identity 
dimensions. The core dimension consists of the individual’s sense of self and comprises the 
values and characteristics most important to him or her. Identity dimensions refer to the ways in 
which a person’s varied experiences have influenced his or her life, including current 
experiences, family interactions, or sociocultural conditions. Each identity dimension can only be 
understood in relationship to the other dimensions, since the dimensions do not occur separately 
from one another. The importance of the core in relationship to the identity dimensions is that 
identity is ever changing and is based on both contextual background (e.g., family background, 
sociocultural conditions, current experiences, career decisions, and life planning) and influences 
affecting the person.  
Abes, Jones, and McEwen’s Multidimensional Identity Model. Abes, Jones, and 
McEwen’s (2007) Multidimensional Identity Model is founded on Abes and Jones’s 2004 
research on lesbian college students and revises Jones and McEwen’s 2000 model by including 
the element of meaning making. “Meaning-making capacity served as a filter through which 
contextual factors are interpreted prior to influencing self-perceptions of sexual orientation 
identity [or other personally significant dimensions of identity] and its relationship with other 
identity dimensions” (Abes, Jones, and McEwen, 2007, p. 6). The complexity of a person’s 
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meaning-making ability greatly influences his or her ability to filter contextual influences. For 
example, individuals with a greater sense of self are more adept to determine the manner in 
which certain contexts (e.g., family background, peer culture, social norms, and stereotypes) 
influence their own identities.  
Multiple Dimensions of Identity Development Research 
College student development scholars have recently begun to examine the complex 
relationships between what occurs within the intersection of the three main domains of 
development: interpersonal, intrapersonal, and cognitive (Abes, Jones, and McEwen, 2007). 
“Within the intrapersonal domain, the model of multiple dimensions of identity (Jones & 
McEwen, 2000) provided one of the first conceptualizations of relationships among social 
identities (e.g., race, gender, social class, sexual orientation), as well as between personal identity 
and social identities” (p.1). While research on multiple dimensions of identity development has 
focused on how undergraduate students make meaning of their identity or focus on unbalanced 
structures of power that perpetuate oppressions, this train of thought could be quite applicable to 
understanding the intersection of fraternity membership and spirituality, religiosity, and other 
associated beliefs and values, coming as they do at the same time in late adolescence. 
Understanding the multiple dimensions of college students’ identity. The research 
that looks at the experiences of college students through a multi-dimensional lens focused on the 
interaction of the students’ different identities and most of these studies employed qualitative 
research methodology. Jones’ (1997) study, which was the basis for Jones and McEwen’s (2000) 
multiple dimensions of identity development model, looked at the multiple dimensions of 
identity development of 10 diverse women at a large east coast university. The authors used 
purposeful sampling to obtain a diverse sample and to acquire a group of students who had a 
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variety of “different attributes and characteristics, including culture, ethnicity, sexual orientation, 
and other physical and social variables" (p. 377). To understand the identity development and 
different experiences of each student, Jones used in-depth, open-ended interviews for her 
exploratory, descriptive study.  
Ten key categories emerged from Jones’ (1997) qualitative study. While many of the 
categories were distinct, most of the categories were greatly influenced by one another and there 
were connections between them. The categories included:  
(a) relative salience of identity dimensions in relation to difference; (b) the multiple ways 
in which race matters; (c) multiple layers of identity; (d) the braiding of gender with other 
dimensions; (e) the importance of cultural identifications and cultural values; (f) the 
influence of family and background experiences; (g) current experiences and situational 
factors; (h) relational, inclusive values and guiding personal beliefs; (i) career decisions 
and future planning; and (j) the search for identity. (p. 379) 
The ways in which the categories were similar, different, and related were tied to how the 
participants understood and viewed the multiple dimensions of their identity. 
Abes and Jones’ (2004) study looked at the multiple dimensions of identity development 
of 10 lesbian college students attending a large public research university in the Midwest. The 
authors of the study used purposeful sampling to acquire a sample of students with various 
backgrounds and experiences. “Although we included differences among identity dimensions to 
address the study’s research questions, participants were not considered to represent their race, 
ethnicity, social class, religion, or gender” (p. 615). While all ten students in the sample 
identified as ‘lesbian’, Jones and McEwen did not want to identify students as “identity labels” 
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because they did not want to assume that people with certain labels would have experienced 
identity in the same manner.  
Abes and Jones discovered two emerging themes from the data. First, the participants 
spoke extensively about their sexual orientation and other identity dimensions. “The 10 
individual narratives told the stories of these relationships; the extensive variations among these 
10 narratives highlighted differences in the construction of lesbian identity as it related to other 
identity dimensions” (p. 618). Second, the variances between the experiences of the lesbian 
college students were explained by participants’ ability to construct a lesbian identity. “This 
integrated perspective, told as the underlying story, introduces the role of meaning-making 
capacity in the construction of sexual orientation identity” (p. 618).  
Stewart (2002) examined the experiences of five Black students at a rural, selective 
liberal arts college in the Midwestern United States to see how the students negotiated and 
incorporated their multiple sociocultural identities. More specifically, the study design focused 
on the manner in which the role of faith was incorporated in the development of an integrated 
identity. Each student participated in four semi-structured, individual interviews and completed a 
demographic survey.  
Each interview had a distinct purpose. The first interview was meant to review the 
findings from the demographics with the participant. The second interview was set up to find out 
how the student understood their own identity and how they understood and started to 
incorporate multiple sociocultural identities. The third interview was centered on examining the 
ways in which respondents understood race, gender, and class being interconnected and related 
to their lives as Black college students. The questions for the last interview were related to, as 
Parks (2000) mentions in his work on spirituality, issues of dependence and home place. 
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Stewart (2002) found that “individuals accentuated those facets of themselves with which 
they are most comfortable or that they have more fully developed” (p. 589). Also, even though 
the researcher did not use Fowler’s (1981) and Park’s (2000) faith-identity typology as a 
framework for her study and looked for other research on faith and spiritual development that 
resonated with the student interviews, she found similarities between the students’ stories and the 
themes found in faith-identity typology. The researcher concluded that the students’ comments 
related to their identity or personal understandings of identity were also significantly tied to 
issues of spirituality. For example, three of the students in the study believed that their personal 
identity was framed by a firm belief in spirituality or a divine purpose. 
In a separate study, Stewart (2009) investigated the relationship of meaning-making and 
spirituality of thirteen African American college students from three different institutions of 
higher education. Administrators at the three institutions were asked to identify a diverse set of 
students with a vast set of personal characteristics (e.g., gender, various socioeconomic 
backgrounds, religious differences, and sexual orientations) and recruit the students that 
participated in the study. Before asking the students to participate, the lists of participants were 
cross-referenced against one another to make sure that there was not any redundancy. From that 
list of 40 respondents, Stewart randomly selected 25 participants “being mindful of gender 
diversity and attempting to have equal numbers across the institutions so that no institution 
would be characterized by a single experience or perspective” (p. 257).  
Stewart (2009) noted three significant findings. First, the students in the study viewed 
their identity as multifaceted, dynamic, and fluid. Second, they also viewed their identity as 
being consistent and coherent. “Third, for most students, spirituality was a lens through which 
they understood and interpreted their collective identities, giving rationality for the multiple 
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aspects of self and creating synergy among them” (p. 260). The last two findings are unique to 
this study when compared to other studies on multiple dimensions of identity development. 
Student Spiritual Development Literature 
Two themes emerged from reviewing the literature on spiritual development of college 
students. First, the literature examined the intersection between spiritual development and 
specific college student populations (e.g., year in college, gender, race, and sexual orientation). 
In addition, the literature looked at the collegiate experiences of college students and how they 
related to spiritual development. While there were other themes that were mentioned in the 
literature, there was not enough literature on those specific issues to determine that they were of 
significance for the present study.  
Specific populations of college students. Many researchers have studied the spiritual 
development of college students by looking at specific populations of college students; 
researchers have examined the effect that gender, race, and sexual orientation have on college 
students’ spirituality. In a comparison study of male and female students, Bryant (2007) reported 
a significant difference between male and female college students among all of the 13 factors 
specifically focused on issues of spirituality and religiosity (e.g., spirituality, equanimity, 
religious engagement, etc.) that she examined in the pilot administration of the CSBV Survey. 
There were 3,680 students in the sample with 53 percent of the participants reporting as female. 
Regarding racial composition of the sample, there were 84% White, 5% Black, 4% Asian, 4% 
Latino/a, 2% American Indian, and 2% “other.”  Regarding religious preference, students’ 
reported: 1% Islamic, 2% Jewish, 31% Roman Catholic, 48% Protestant Christian, 4% “other,” 
12% indicated no religious preference, and the remaining 2% not reporting a religious 
preference.  
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Bryant (2007) used a series of regressions to compare the effects of different college 
experiences on men and women’s spiritual development and found that women reported having 
higher levels of twelve of the thirteen factors (e.g., spirituality, commitment to religion, 
religiousness, and religious/social conservatism, etc.). Alternatively, when compared to women, 
men only reported having a higher level of spiritual/religious growth. The author also used 
Astin’s (1993) Input-Environment-Outcome (I-E-O) model, which provides a more precise 
estimate of the effect that college environments/experiences has on the outcome by controlling 
for student background indicators (e.g., characteristics and predispositions). This methodology 
also helps control for institutional environment and institution’s religious affiliation. 
Buchko (2004) examined the religious beliefs and practices of male and female college 
students. To observe the relationship, he was able to survey 269 students from introductory 
psychology and sociology courses using eight items from the Rohrbaugh and Jessor (1975) scale 
to assess religiosity. In addition, he also administered surveys to students who lived in the 
residence halls with the permission of the hall directors. Chi-square analysis was conducted on 
the subsamples of men and women to rule out confounding variables and one-way analysis of 
variance were calculated for each of the Rohrbaugh-Jessor (1975) items. 
Buchko found that prayer occurred more frequently in women’s lives, but during stressful 
times men were found to pray more often than women. However, her findings failed to support 
the hypothesis that women believed, more than men, that the connection with a higher being 
played an important role in their everyday lives. Nevertheless, women were significantly more 
likely than men to look to religion for advice or guidance in times of trouble. Also, women felt 
more comfortable and secure than men with the degree to which they incorporated religion into 
their lives. 
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Researchers have also examined the spiritual development of college students as it relates 
to the students’ racial identity. Constantine, Miville, Warren, Gainor, and Lewis-Goles (2006) 
interviewed twelve African-American undergraduates to determine if there was a connection 
between spirituality, religion, and career development. The interviews were semi-structured, 
which gave the interviewer the ability to ask the students further probing and follow up 
questions. After the interviews were completed, the students’ responses were separated into six 
domains. The final six domains included: degree of identification as religious and/or spiritual, 
parents' influence on religious and spiritual beliefs, roles of religion and spirituality in 
participants' career development, challenges in dealing with academic and career-related issues, 
religious and spiritual strategies to deal with academic and career-related challenges, and 
indicators of success in future career or occupation.  
Constantine et al. (2006) observed that spirituality and religiosity played a critical role in 
African-American students’ lives and if career counselors want to help students determine their 
career goals, counselors need to understand how spirituality and religion plays an important role 
in the decision making process regarding career goals. Even though financial reward was an 
important factor for African-American students when choosing a potential occupation, students 
also stressed the importance of service and helping others through their occupation. The authors 
of the study also determined that “religion and spirituality served as critical buffers against the 
challenges many participants encountered while pursuing their career goals and aspirations on a 
predominantly White university campus” (p. 237). 
Sanchez and Carter (2005) also examined the racial identity and religious orientation of 
African-American students in a quantitative study. Three hundred seventeen students from both 
two and four-year institutions of higher education completed the researchers’ surveys. The Black 
 32 
Racial Identity Attitude Scale-B Long Form and the Three Dimensional Measure of Religious 
Orientation–Simplified Procedure survey were administered to each student.  
A key finding from the study was that the relationship between religious orientation and 
racial identity is a complex one and varies amongst African American college students. Further, 
Sanchez and Carter found that there were clear differences between African-American male and 
female students. For example, “African American men, the psychological withdrawal into an 
African American world may also include distancing from any private, devout religious beliefs 
that one may have endorsed before having immersed into an African American world” (p. 291). 
This meant that the African American men in the study often felt the need to identify new 
religious beliefs that were more in line with their new African American identity. 
González (2008) studied the differences and similarities between the spiritual beliefs of 
Cuban-American and Caucasian students at a Hispanic serving institution. There were fourteen 
Cuban-Americans, 6 female and 8 male, and 15 Caucasians, 9 female and 6 male, who were 
interviewed for the qualitative study. Both individual and focus group interviews were used and 
were coded based on common themes. 
González found that “most Cuban American and non- Hispanic White students in this 
study identified themselves as having Catholic backgrounds who did not believe in strict 
religious orthodoxy or doctrine” (p. 16). Some of the Cuban-American students appeared to be 
multireligious seekers: trying to find spiritual meaning and purpose through other religious 
experiences. However, some of the Caucasian students in the study were more secular in their 
beliefs and tended not to deviate from their own religious background to expand their spiritual 
awareness (e.g., Secular Seekers). Lastly, even though a few students mentioned that their 
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spirituality was related to their ethnicity, there weren’t any prevailing themes that were 
concentrated solely amongst a single ethnic group. 
Researchers have also looked at the relationship between spiritual development of college 
students and the sexual orientation of those students. Love, Bock, Jannarone, and Richardson 
(2005) examined the identity intersection between gay and lesbian students and their spiritual 
experiences. The authors studied the experience of five gay and seven lesbian college students. 
“Participants shared the challenges they faced, how they dealt with those experiences and 
challenges, and how their spiritual identity development related to their sexual orientation” (p. 
193). 
Love et al. (2005) discovered “that although the researchers took pains to differentiate 
spirituality from religion, most of the student participants discussed spirituality and religion 
interchangeably” (p. 198). Participants also discussed how their spiritual feelings either 
flourished or did not change based on their interaction with organized religion. For example, 
those participants who were aware that their church opposed homosexuality were not affected 
spiritually because the participants were able to differentiation between who they were in regards 
to their sexual orientation, spirituality, and religious organizations.  
Collegiate experiences and spiritual development. Another line of inquiry that 
researchers have examined is students’ differing collegiate experiences and how they relate to 
students’ spiritual development. Even if two students attended the same university, those two 
students will most likely have differing experiences during their collegiate career (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005). Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) identified “different sub environments or 
experiences inside the institution (for example, residence arrangement, academic major, quality 
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of instruction, peer group involvement, extracurricular activities, interaction with faculty) that 
may have influences on student change or development” (p. 9).  
In their study, they presented the results of their exploratory analysis that examined the 
wide array of literature on college student development. Each chapter of their book covers a 
different topic of college student development. For example, Pascarella and Terenzini have a 
section on attitudes and values where they discuss religious attitudes and values. In their work 
they found that religious attitudes changed during college; college students’ religious values and 
beliefs were more open to others religious views and were less influenced by religious doctrine.  
Bryant, Choi, and Yasuno (2003) examined how the first year experience of freshmen 
affected their spiritual development. They employed data from both the 2000 Cooperative 
Institutional Research Program (CIRP) Freshman Survey and the 2001 Your First College Year 
(YFCY) Survey to observe the effect of the first year of college on college students’ spiritual 
development. There were 3,680 first year college students who completed the survey; the 
respondents were 58.9% female, 73.8% White, 11.3% Black/African American, 2.1% American 
Indian, 7.3% Asian American/Asian, 9.7% Latino/a, and 3.3% other.  
Bryant, Choi, and Yasuno (2003) found that students became more spiritual and less 
religious during their first year of college. “Religiousness and spirituality were highly correlated, 
although personal characteristics, institutional variables, and college experiences were also 
associated with these constructs” (p. 723). For example, students who attend a four-year 
Protestant-related university or a selective institution were more likely to experience a decline in 
their religious involvement compared to their peers at other types of institutions. 
Gehrke’s (2008) study examined the relationship between leadership and spirituality in a 
sample of 449 college students. The author used the Socially Responsible Leadership Scale to 
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measure participants’ level of leadership and the Higher Education Research Institute’s scales for 
spirituality, equanimity, and spiritual quest to measure participants’ spirituality. There were 449 
students who completed the surveys. 
Gehrke found spirituality and socially responsible leadership to be closely related. 
“Students who are engaging in spiritual exploration may be able to develop leadership skills 
through retreats and programs aimed at developing a greater spiritual awareness that provide 
reflection around components of leadership related to spirituality” (p. 357). While the author 
could not conclude that spiritual and/or leadership experiences have a causal relationship, this is 
a relationship that should be further explored by institutions of higher education. This 
relationship should also be explored among fraternity members. Goldfarb (2008) suggested that 
there was a positive relationship between leadership training and measures of spirituality and 
religiosity dimensions. 
Wiese and Cawthon (2009) examined the development of graduate students’ spiritual 
beliefs and values at several Southern universities. The decision to study only Southern 
universities was based on feasibility and as a criterion to select a finite number of participants. 
The authors used an abbreviated version of the 2004 College Student Beliefs and Value survey 
created by the Higher Education Research Institute. In addition, the researchers collected data 
based on the program of study selection: College Student Personnel, Counselor 
Education/Counseling, and Student Affairs/Higher Education Administration as well as other 
demographic information.  
Wiese and Cawthon found “an undifferentiated culture of spirituality within and between 
participating graduate preparation programs and within and between the programs of study” (p. 
10). Their study indicates that there was not a differentiation between students who were in one 
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of the selected graduate programs and students who were not. Also, there was not a difference 
between students who were in their second year of graduate studies compared to students in their 
initial year of graduate work.  
Influences of Fraternity Affiliation  
Positive Elements of Fraternity Culture. Many influences impact fraternity members’ 
development. While few studies dealt with spirituality in college fraternity life, many of the 
extant studies touched upon general factors that could have an impact on the spiritual 
development of fraternity members. However, these positive general factors may be moderated 
by special characteristics found within fraternity membership (e.g., values of academics, 
brotherhood, ritual, leadership).  
Fraternity rituals, through symbols or myths, communicate the philosophical or religious 
meaning of the organization. Schreck (1976) described how the spiritual elements of fraternity 
rituals reinforced feelings of reverence and brotherhood for many members. Brooks (1967) 
described the fraternity ritual to be, “based solely on intellectual, moral, and spiritual pursuits” 
(p. 198). Callais (2005) describes that the ritual as a “Rite of Passage”, through which the ritual 
helps members navigate different stages of development. The Rite of Passage can be viewed 
similarly to the developmental models described previously since the ritual provides different 
capstones for members at different stages of their lives.  
While many scholars have provided anecdotal evidence on the influence fraternity ritual 
has on members, there is little empirical evidence to support these claims (Eberly, 1967). Eberly 
(1967) measured the perceptions of a sample of fraternity members regarding the influence of 
fraternity rituals. The data used for the study came from Eberly’s (1965) master’s thesis, which 
was based on 165 subjects from two undergraduate chapters of the same national fraternity and 
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national officers from that fraternity. The author developed a questionnaire with 150 items 
around four different themes related to fraternity affiliation: loyalty, ritual, personal 
development, and chapter growth and development. Eberly, however, only discussed in his study 
how chapter members felt about the fraternity ritual and did not discuss the other themes. 
A majority of the participants reported that rituals should have a high value in their moral 
development but unfortunately they did not. Even though many members did believe the ritual 
had value, they did not believe the ritual to be a general set of beliefs that could apply to all of 
college life, something often felt by the national fraternity officers. Fraternity members also saw 
the fraternity ritual as a philosophical document and not an interpretation of religious doctrine.  
Another positive aspect of fraternity life is the focus on academic development. DeBard, 
Lake, and Binder (2006) examined the predicted and actual grade point averages (GPA) for more 
than 3,000 first year students at a Midwestern University to determine the difference in GPAs of 
Greek and non-Greek students. They also looked at the retention rates for these students. Within 
the group of 3,568 first year students, 57% were women and 43% were male. Around sixty-five 
percent of the female, first year students joined a sorority and around thirty-four percent of males 
joined a fraternity. 
While DeBard, Lake, and Binder (2006) found a slight, positive impact of joining a 
Greek letter organization on academics for female students, the academic performance of Greek 
men was considerably lower than non-affiliated men. Also, Greek men earned considerably 
fewer credit hours in their first semester when compared to non-Greek males. However, the 
retention rates for both male and female students who joined a Greek letter organization were 
significantly higher and membership had a positive correlation to degree completion and 
continued persistence.  
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Hébert (2006) studied the influence that fraternities had on the academic achievement of 
gifted academic students who were members. Using case study analysis, Hébert interviewed 5 
gifted, male students. The author found that the students often discussed the academic standards 
of excellence that were promoted not only by the campus fraternity chapter, but that were also 
encouraged through their national organizations through the awarding of scholarships and by 
national recognition of those individual members with the highest GPAs. The students in the 
study also noted the benefits of being engaged in a culture that supported being well rounded and 
achieving academically.  
Another aspect of fraternity affiliation that has been examined is brotherhood, which 
could be related to the development of spirituality through the guidance and influence brothers 
provide one another through a supportive group environment. Sigma Phi Epsilon fraternity’s 
non-pledging Balanced Man Project is one example that demonstrates the importance of a 
supportive environment (Sigma Phi Epsilon, 1995). One of the key components of this program, 
based on student development theory, is that every new member is assigned to a different brother 
mentor to guide him through each of the Sigma, Phi, and Epsilon challenges and their associated 
‘Rites of Passage’ upon completion, as well as to provide support for problems the new member 
might be having in both university and personal life. Some of these concerns might be 
homesickness, academic progress, assimilating with chapter members, and building respect for 
oneself and others. Parks (1986) described in her faith development model for young adults how 
mentoring communities are important for individuals to grow spiritually. Mentoring 
communities challenge the individual’s beliefs while cultivating a nurturing and inclusive 
environment. Clearly, positive models of brotherhood can have an impact on fraternity members’ 
spiritual development.  
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A long-standing assertion of fraternity membership is the development of leadership 
skills and moral stature (Maxwell, 1901). Sermersheim (1996) found that Greek leaders 
developed or learned a wide array of different leadership traits during their Greek leadership 
experience. Several of the traits Sermersheim reported have a specific relationship to the present 
study: dealing with diversity, values clarification, leadership skills, and confidence in personal 
abilities. Many of the participants in her study (95%) credited their Greek leadership experience 
with having “‘prepared’ to ‘extremely prepared’ [them] for their chosen profession” (p. 57).  
The leading college textbook used for undergraduate leadership training, Exploring 
Leadership: For College Students Who Want to Make a Difference (Komives, Lucas, & 
McMahon, 2007), depicts fraternity leadership only in terms of a trying process where leaders 
associated themselves with individuals who were either academically dishonest or unwilling to 
follow national or university policies. There was not a single reference in the text to support the 
concept that the fraternity experience facilitated proactive leadership development. This was 
possibly due to the many negative identity labels associated with fraternity membership. Just as 
Jones and McEwen (2000) discussed identity labels as they relate to the identity of Lesbian 
students, the notion of grouping common negative perceptions overshadow positive dimensions 
that contribute to fraternity experience. 
Even though such negative depictions of fraternity members among current leadership 
literature exist, most national fraternities emphasize the benefits of leadership training within the 
fraternity context and offer some type of leadership workshop or school for its members (e.g., 
Alpha Tau Omega, 2004; North-American Interfraternity Conference, 2006; Sigma Alpha 
Epsilon, 2004; Sigma Phi Epsilon, 2007). Sigma Alpha Epsilon was the first fraternity or sorority 
to create a leadership school in 1935. The leadership school builds upon the fraternity’s original 
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mission, which, as an undergraduate educational fraternity, was creating a “fraternal experience 
to make the collegiate years more meaningful for its members” (Sigma Alpha Epsilon, 2004, p. 
72).  
Alpha Tau Omega, in 1986, founded the Leadershape program as a leadership institute 
for its members. From its original mission, the Leadershape program has evolved as an 
independent leadership program offering both non-affiliated and affiliated, male and female 
undergraduates the opportunity to develop their leadership abilities through learning value-based 
decision making, interpersonal skills, and realizing their personal potential (Alpha Tau Omega, 
2004). Sigma Phi Epsilon (2007) offers a wide array of different leadership opportunities for its 
members known as “The Leadership Continuum” (¶ 1). The five programs offered are meant to 
help emphasize the fraternity’s values to its members. The top-level program is a ten-day trip to 
Greece, where members study the origins of Western Civilization accompanied by a professor of 
religion and a professor of philosophy (Sigma Phi Epsilon, 2007). 
An example of a leadership program that offers Greek members an interactive experience 
with both fraternity and sorority members is the Undergraduate Interfraternity Institute (UIFI). 
The institute is hosted by North-American Interfraternity Conference, offering a five-day 
leadership program to Greek members wanting “to explore, define, and enhance their leadership 
skills, personal awareness, commitment to their fraternity or sorority, and grow to expect values 
based action from themselves and those they lead” (North-American Interfraternity Conference, 
2006, ¶ 1).  
Negative Elements of Fraternity Culture. There are many negative aspects of fraternity 
culture that have been highlighted in research on fraternity membership. These negative aspects 
of fraternity affiliation need to be examined to determine if any have a potential relationship to 
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spiritual development or equally importantly, do members of these organization have a higher 
inclination to participate in these negative behaviors. Hazing, for example, has devastating 
consequences that could lead to mental and/or physical harm and a possible breakdown in 
spiritual development (Nuwer, 2004). Individuals who have been hazed reported that the 
consequences of hazing, based on their experiences, were feelings of mistrust, victimization, and 
alienation. Kuh and Arnold (1993) examined the immense pressure put on new members to 
consume alcohol. For example, during “pledgeship”, there were rules and regulations that did not 
allow new members to drink alcohol during certain events but during these events active brothers 
were usually intoxicated. Furthermore, during most weekends and “social” events, new members 
were encouraged to interact socially with fellow members and heavily consume alcohol. The 
entire pledge process institutionalized a culture of alcohol abuse within the organization. 
High risk drinking behaviors and their consequences are another negative attribute 
associated with fraternity membership. Bartholow, Sher, & Krull (2003) found a high correlation 
between Greek involvement and heavy drinking, indicating that the more involved a fraternity 
member was, the more likely that individual was to heavily consume alcohol. Caudill, Crosse, 
Campbell, Howard, Luckey, and Blane (2006) discovered that most fraternity members 
considered themselves “Drinkers” (97%), “Heavy Drinkers” (83%), and “Binge Drinkers” (86%) 
(p. 145). Capraro (2000) found that the nature of all-male college fraternities might mean that 
men drink more alcohol more often within fraternities in order to live up to an unhealthy 
standard of masculinity within the groups. Even though the problem of binge drinking is still 
prevalent, Caron, Moskey, and Hovey (2004) found that Greek students in 2000 compared with 
Greek students six years earlier, drank less frequently, consumed less alcohol, and felt less 
pressure by others to drink. 
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Ethnocentricity is another negative characteristic of fraternities; however, some studies 
support, and others refute, the idea that fraternities breed prejudiced ideas and beliefs. For 
example, Sindanius, Levin, Van Laar, and Sinclair (2004) at the University of California, Los 
Angeles (UCLA) found that White students were more likely than racial minority students to join 
fraternities because of the exclusive nature of these organizations. While all the Greek letter 
organizations at UCLA were grouped into a single item, not accounting for the different types of 
fraternities and sororities, “[w]hite students were significantly underrepresented among 
nonmembers of sororities and fraternities (standardized residual = -3.1, p < .01) and significantly 
and substantially overrepresented among the members of these Greek organizations 
(standardized residual = 7.4, p < .01)” (p. 100). Furthermore, they discovered evidence that 
White students who were part of a fraternity shared similar points of view and negative opinions 
of “others”.  
Hébert (2006) found that academically gifted students attributed their positive Greek 
experience to being surrounded by a diverse group of men from whom they were able to learn 
from each other’s differences. This experience provided members the opportunity to become 
well-rounded individuals. Pike (2003) reported that fraternity members compared to their non-
affiliated counterparts, expressed higher levels of collaborative learning and that, in general, 
fraternity members found the campus environment to be more supportive.  
Examining the Effect of Fraternity Membership 
Asel, Seifert, and Pascarella (2009) examined the impact of fraternity/sorority affiliation 
on freshman and senior level undergraduates at a large, Midwestern, public research university. 
They specifically looked at college engagement and academic outcomes while accounting for 
student’s prior high school experiences, sex, race, ACT, and other demographic variables. 
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Results from a logistic and Ordinary Least Squares regression indicate that prior high school 
experiences are the strongest predictors of college engagement, grades, and binge drinking. Upon 
controlling for prior high school behavior, no differences were found among members’ and non-
members’ academic engagement, but affiliated members did report higher levels of binge 
drinking, community service, and co-curricular activities. Overall, the findings suggest that 
fraternity/sorority membership promotes student college engagement, socializes students into a 
culture of drinking, and results in higher levels of self-reported educational gains. 
Martin, Hevel, Asel, and Pascarella (2011) used a longitudinal, national data set to 
explore the ways in which fraternity and sorority members compared to their non-Greek peers 
during all of these students’ years in college. Martin et al. measured the comparative differences 
of five outcomes of college: (a) moral reasoning, (b) cognitive development, (c) intercultural 
effectiveness, (d) inclination to inquire and lifelong learning, and (d) psychological well-being. 
The study also examined within group (fraternity/sorority members) gender differences across 
the same five measures. After controlling for a parallel precollege measure for each liberal arts 
outcome measure, precollege academic preparation, sex, race, average parental education, high 
school involvement, precollege academic motivation, hours worked during first year of college, 
housing, intercollegiate sports, number of traditional liberal arts courses taken, and institutional 
type, Martin et al. (2011) found that the magnitude of Greek affiliation was not statistically 
different for male and female members across all measures. Furthermore, in comparison to non-
Greek affiliated students, fraternity and sorority affiliation did not have a significant impact on 
the liberal arts outcome measures.  
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Fraternity Affiliation and Spirituality 
There has been a growing interest in the spiritual development of college students; 
however, there has been little quantitative research that examines spiritual development among 
fraternity members (Goldfarb, 2008; Goldfarb & Eberly, 2011; Webb & Mueller, 2009). 
Goldfarb and Eberly (2011) studied the relationship between fraternity affiliation, hegemonic 
masculinity, spirituality, religion, and other associated spiritual/religious factors; this study was 
based on the results from Goldfarb’s (2008) master’s thesis. The authors used a data set from the 
University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) 
2003 pilot survey, "College Students' Beliefs and Values" (CSBV). There were 1,211 male 
college students who completed the survey and 237 reported affiliation in a college fraternity. 
Goldfarb and Eberly (2011) found significant differences regarding measures of 
spirituality and associated beliefs and values between fraternity members and non-affiliated 
participants, as well as respondents’ relative levels of hegemonic masculinity. Fraternity 
members compared to non-affiliated men reported only a higher level of religious skepticism. 
Further, both affiliated and non-affiliated men who reported lower levels of masculinity 
exhibited lower levels of self-esteem compared to their male counterparts who reported higher 
levels of masculinity.  
Webb and Mueller (2009) studied a total of 123 fraternity and sorority members and non-
affiliated participants at a mid-sized, mid-Atlantic institution and found the only significant 
difference between affiliated and non-affiliated students was their level of “connectedness” (p. 
45). While both sets of participants were found to score low on the connectedness scale of the 
Assessment of Spirituality and Religious Sentiments (ASPIRES) (Piedmont, 1999), affiliated 
students scored significantly lower on the connectedness scale than their non-affiliated peers. 
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Webb and Mueller defined connectedness following Piedmont’s (2005) definition, “as ‘feelings 
of belonging and responsibility to a larger human reality that cuts across generations and 
groups’” (p. 48). 
Fraternity Membership Studies Using Propensity Score Matching 
Few empirical studies were found that use a quasi-experimental design to examine the 
impact of fraternity membership on undergraduate student outcomes and no studies that 
examined the impact of fraternity affiliation on spirituality/religiosity. Nelson, Halperin, 
Wasserman, Smith, and Graham (2006) examined the effect fraternity and sorority membership 
has on members’ grade point average (GPA) and student retention using propensity score 
matching. More specifically, they adjusted for covariates through sub classification by 
propensity score. Forty-three covariates were examined but SAT mathematics, SAT verbal, 
financial need, admission rating, and college of admission were found to be important to include 
in the analysis. Nelson et al. found that membership in a Greek letter organization, either a 
fraternity or sorority, had a positive effect on members’ retention and negative effect on 
members’ grades over time. There was not a negative effect during the semester that members’ 
pledged. 
DeSimone’s (2010) study examined the relationship of fraternity membership and 
frequent drinking using propensity score matching. The design of the study accounts for 
students’ previous social behaviors such as prior cigarette and alcohol use (only drinkers are 
sampled), intramural sports involvement, time spent partying, and many demographic variables. 
The matching model constructed a comparison group of fraternity/sorority non-members who 
have a similar propensity score, or likelihood being a member, as the members in the study. The 
model used nearest neighbor matching and radius matching with a caliper of .012 to the nearest 
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.001. Findings from the study support previous research that upon holding several demographic 
and behavioral factors constant, fraternity/sorority membership increases alcohol use frequency. 
Walker (2011) also used propensity score matching techniques to examine the effects of 
fraternity membership on various college outcomes. Walker used students’ precollege attributes 
and characteristics to estimate a propensity score, which represents the probability that an 
individual will join a Greek organization. Average treatment effects on the treated (ATT) were 
then estimated by matching on these propensity scores.  
The outcome measures that Walker (2011) examined included college completion, GPA, 
post-college income, and alcohol importance/prevalence among others. He did not look at any 
spirituality or religiosity outcomes that are the subject of this study. There were a small number 
of outcome measures for which there was a statistically significant difference between Greek 
members and non-members after accounting for common covariates. There was a positive effect 
for male Greek members on college completion, and a positive effect for female Greek members 
on income five years after graduation. The only other outcome measures for which there was a 
significant difference between Greek members and non-members in the matching analysis were 
alcohol prevalence in the sophomore year and extracurricular activities in the sophomore and 
senior years.  
While Walker’s (2011) study provided interesting findings and represents one of the only 
applications of quasi-experimental design in Greek membership research, it has definite 
limitations. The most significant limitation of this study may be its lack of generalizability that is 
a result of its sample. Walker uses data collected from a survey at a single institution: Duke 
University. Since Duke University represents a selective, private, research university, the 
findings cannot be generalized to other institutional types. Even generalizations to other 
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selective, private, research universities may not be advisable. The current dissertation study 
avoids this limitation by analyzing a representative, multi-campus dataset from a national higher 
education research institute. 
Summary 
The relevant research and theories regarding the study of the association between 
fraternity membership and members’ spirituality was reviewed in chapter two. As presented in 
the review of literature, there has been little quantitative or qualitative research that examines 
spiritual development among fraternity members (Goldfarb, 2008; Goldfarb & Eberly, 2011; 
Webb & Mueller, 2009). The third chapter will discuss the methodology that was employed for 
the present study. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
To carry out the study, the 2004-2007 "College Students' Beliefs and Values" (CSBV) 
longitudinal survey instrument from the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) at the 
University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) was used. Propensity score matching (PSM) 
was employed to examine the relationship between fraternity membership and members’ levels 
of spiritual, religiosity, and other factors. Using PSM helped determine if there is a difference in 
the dependent variables between these two groups by reducing the differences between affiliated 
and non-affiliated students before caring out the regression analyses. 
Design of the Study 
As mentioned above, the 2004-2007 "College Students' Beliefs and Values" (CSBV) 
longitudinal survey data collected by the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) at the 
University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) were used. The data were sorted based on 
gender, using male responses only to determine the association between fraternity affiliation and 
members’ spirituality, religiosity, and other factors. The data were analyzed based on the 
response to the following survey question (Item 40): “Since entering college have you joined a 
social fraternity or sorority?” (Higher Education Research Institute, 2007, p. 1), which was the 
independent variable for the study. The 12 factor scales from the longitudinal College Student 
Beliefs and Values Survey (Higher Education Research Institute, 2004a; 2007) were used to 
examine the relationship between fraternity membership and members’ levels of spirituality, 
religiosity, and other factors. Propensity score matching was employed to determine the 
statistical difference between fraternity membership and members’ spirituality, religiosity, and 
other qualities. 
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Variables used during the study. The following variables were used during the study. 
Below is a description of each variable or set of variables.  
Sex (2004/2007). Students’ sex was taken into account due to fraternities being all male 
organizations. Only CSVB survey responses for males were analyzed. 
Since entering college have you joined a social fraternity or sorority? (2007). The data 
were separated between males who are fraternity members and males who were non-affiliated. 
This dichotomous variable was used in the propensity score match analysis. 
Items used to construct the CSBV (Appendix C). These measures were used as the 
dependent variables for the analysis. There were 3 measures for spirituality, 5 for religiosity, and 
4 for other associated measures to spirituality and religiosity. An example of a measure for 
spirituality would be Spiritual Quest. This measure reflected the degree to which a student is 
seeking meaning and purpose to one’s life. Religious engagement is one of the measures for 
religiosity, which tries to determine the commitment one has to the their religion. The associated 
measures are one that could be identified as spiritual or religious. Charitable Involvement would 
be an example of such a measure, which reflects the degree that a participant is involved in 
activities that give back to the community, philanthropic activities, and helping others in need.  
Variables to construct the propensity score match (Appendix D). Each of these variables 
were used to construct a reference group. These items were grouped into three different themes: 
demographic/pre-college experiences, personal interests, and 2004 College Student Belief and 
Values measure scores. Demographic or pre-college experiences are items that related to 
experiences prior to entering college and are related to the participant’s demographic information 
and experiences they were exposed to before entering college (e.g., high school attended, 
distance from home, attended a community college, etc.). Personal interest items were ones that 
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are related to the activities and the levels of participation in those activities (e.g., athletics, 
drinking, socializing with friends, etc.). The 2004 College Student Beliefs and Values Measures 
the 12 measures were related to spirituality and religiosity discussed above.  
Research Subject Selection  
Data from the 2004 freshman survey and 2007 follow-up of the College Student Beliefs 
and Values study were analyzed for the purposes of the present study. In the 2004 study, a group 
of 236 institutions and 112,232 students participated in the study. In the 2007 follow-up study, 
only a subset of the initial 2004 students completed the study with 98,593 students from 209 
institutions. While only a portion of the original sample comprised the longitudinal data set, the 
data set still consisted of a national representative normative sample of all first-time, full-time 
students across the country.  
It was left up to the discretion of the institution to administer the surveys for the 2004 and 
2007 study, with most institutions either distributing the survey in summer or fall at first-year 
orientation or during the first few weeks of the fall term. The 2007 longitudinal follow-up survey 
had 14,527 students who completed their junior year at a subsample of 136 institutions. There 
were a total of 4,693 male participants in the longitudinal follow-up survey in which 732 
students reported joining a social fraternity and 3,961 reported being unaffiliated.  
The 12 factor scales emerging from the longitudinal College Student Beliefs and Values 
Survey (Higher Education Research Institute, 2004a; 2007) were used to examine the association 
between fraternity membership and members’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other factors. 
Below is a list of the College Student Beliefs and Values Measures: 
 Spiritual Identification  
 Spiritual Quest 
 Equanimity  
 Religious Commitment  
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 Religious Struggle 
 Religious Engagement  
 Religious/Social Conservatism 
 Religious Skepticism  
 Charitable Involvement 
 Ethic of Caring 
 Ecumenical Worldview 
 Compassionate Self-Concept 
 
All 12 factor scales and summaries of their composition are provided in Appendix C. Propensity 
score matching was used to reduce the differences between affiliated students and non-affiliated 
participants before carrying out the regression analysis where the relationship between fraternity 
membership and members’ spirituality, religiosity, and other factors were assessed.  
Appendix D shows the full list of variables that were considered to construct the 
propensity scores. A logistic regression model needed to be constructed to calculate the 
propensity scores for each observation. The variables selected to be examined as possible 
covariates in logistic regression used to create the propensity score were broken into three 
different groups of variables: demographic/pre-college experiences, personal interests, and pre-
treatment College Student Beliefs and Values Measures. Items with a statistical difference when 
comparing fraternity members and non-affiliated members were considered for inclusion in the 
logistic regression model. Also, the literature on fraternity membership was consulted and even 
if statistical difference was not found using these data the item was still considered. Lastly, items 
were added and removed from the model until balance was achieved, which is a critical part of 
the propensity score matching process.  
Instrumentation  
The survey instrument employed by the Higher Education Research Institute research 
team was the Longitudinal College Students’ Beliefs and Values Survey (CSBV). The Higher 
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Education Research Institute staff at University of California in Los Angeles (UCLA) first 
developed a pilot survey in 2003 with the assistance of the Technical Advisory Panel (TAP). The 
original study employing the CSBV pilot instrument was designed as a longitudinal follow up of 
third-year undergraduate students who had first enrolled as freshmen at a diverse sample of 
colleges and universities that participated in the 2000 Cooperative Institutional Research 
Program (CIRP) annual Survey of Entering Freshman (Higher Education Research Institute, 
2004b).  
The CIRP Freshman Survey was designed for higher education administrators to better 
assess what their first year students were like before they entered college (Higher Education 
Research Institute, 2014). The survey allows college and university administrators to evaluate 
how well college students adjust to the collegiate experience. Also, it allows administrators to 
have a baseline for their students’ academic experiences, skills, and level of achievement. There 
is an institutional base cost of $825 to participate in the CIRP Freshman Survey.   
A year before the 2004 CIRP Freshman survey was administered the HERI team solicited 
colleges and universities to participate in the College Student Beliefs and Values survey. The 
College Student Beliefs and Values survey was included with the CIRP Freshman Survey. This 
survey was provided at no cost to the institution beyond the cost of participating in the CIRP 
Freshman Survey. There were 236 institutions that participated in the 2004 study. In 2007, 136 
institutions of the original 236 institutions participated in the follow-up survey. 
To create the CSBV, the HERI staff examined many definitions of “spirituality” that 
scholars developed in the areas of business, education, and other fields before creating the CSBV 
survey. Survey developers also investigated other measurements of “spirituality” and 
“religiousness” that were established by psychologists and measurement specialists. The HERI 
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staff found that not one single survey they analyzed fit their needs for the project due to the 
narrow focus on specific aspects of spirituality or religiosity in many of the studies reviewed.  
The HERI staff sought to develop a survey instrument that would be inclusive of all 
students’ beliefs whether or not their spiritual beliefs stemmed from personal religious 
convictions or from other sources. As a result the HERI instrument included both spiritual beliefs 
and perspectives while also incorporating spiritual practices and behaviors. Most importantly, the 
HERI staff wanted to create a survey that was user friendly – a survey that was short in length 
and did not use difficult terminology. The authors of the survey also wanted to include enough 
questions to be able to draw a meaningful research conclusion (Astin, Astin, and Lindholm, 
2011b). 
After the HERI staff developed the criteria for the survey instrument and administered 
the 175-item pilot, a factor analysis of the data resulted in identifying 19 principal factors 
(Higher Education Research Institute, 2012a). The 19 principal component factors measured six 
broad areas of spirituality, (1) Religious/Social Conservatism, (2) Religious Skepticism, (3) Self-
Esteem, (4) Equanimity, (5) Psychological Distress, and (6) Spiritual Distress. The final pilot 
survey instrument factor scales included measures of spirituality, aesthetically-based spiritual 
experience, religious commitment, self-esteem, equanimity, spiritual distress, psychological 
distress, spiritual/religious growth, growth in global/national understanding, growth in tolerance, 
growth in leadership, religious engagement, charitable involvement, religious/social 
conservatism, religious skepticism, spiritual quest, social activism, artistic orientation, and 
compassionate self-concept. 
The fall 2007 longitudinal survey was a modified version of the pilot with the research 
team wanting to reduce the length of the survey from four pages to two pages (Higher Education 
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Research Institute, University of California, Los Angeles, 2012a). The research team also wanted 
to make sure the survey was easily understood by youth who had not had any college experience. 
The factors scales used in the 2004 CSBV survey administration were largely influenced by the 
items the HERI staff had available to them in the revised survey. 
Some scales were omitted because they were not directly related to spiritual/religious 
constructs (e.g., Self-Esteem, Growth in Leadership) or because they were not relevant to 
the experiences of first-year college students  (e.g., Spiritual/Religious Growth during 
college). A new scale – Ecumenical Worldview – was added, resulting in a total of 12 
factor scales reflective of the 2004 CSBV data. The items comprising each scale are 
listed in the 2004 CSBV Factor Scales Table. (p. 6) 
HERI Data Collection  
 A year prior to the 2004 data collection, the research team began recruiting colleges and 
universities to participate in the study (Higher Education Research Institute, 2012a). While 
institutions that showed interest in participating in the CSBV study were contacted, the research 
team also reached out via email to colleges and universities that participate in the Cooperative 
Institutional Research Program (i.e., CIRP). In this email they let the institution know that 
participating in the CSBV study would not cost the institution beyond the standard CIRP fee. 
For the 2004 CSBV Survey, 236 institutions with a total of 112,232 students participated 
in the study. The research team purposefully sampled the institutions to construct a diverse 
sample. Administration of the 2004 survey to the entering first-year class was left up the 
discretion of the college or university. “Most institutions opted to distribute the six-page paper-
and-pencil survey in summer or fall to groups of students at first-year orientation or during the 
early weeks of the fall term” (Higher Education Research Institute, 2012a, p. 7). 
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The research team determined that they needed to receive an institutional response rate of 
at least 40% for the first-time, full-time freshman student population in order to construct a 
normative sample for the institution. If the team did not receive this response rate for an 
institution, they removed them from the study. There were 27 institutions removed due to low 
response rates. In total, 98,593 students from 209 institutions were included in the CSBV sample. 
A sub-sample of the institutions that participated in the 2004 survey was selected to 
partake in the 2007 Survey (Astin, Astin, and Lindholm, 2011b). The survey was administered at 
the end of the fall semester to students who had completed their third year of college in 2007. A 
total of 14, 527 students at 136 institutions were included in the study, which accounted for 40% 
of the total 2004 CSBV population.  
Data Analysis 
Propensity score matching was used to determine to what extent does fraternity 
membership affect students’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other factors. The propensity 
score allowed for the creation of a reference group based on the treatment member’s 
characteristics and the “nearest neighbor” from the control group (Walker, 2011). This practice 
allowed for comparison of the treatment group with a control group with very similar attributes, 
thus attempting to provide an unbiased estimation of treatment. To construct the propensity 
scores used in the matching procedure, demographic data, data on participant’s personal interests 
(living arrangements, exercise, studying, drinking, etc.), and 2004 College Student Beliefs and 
Values measures were employed (Appendix D).  
The application of propensity score matching analysis in this study resembled a similar 
analysis performed by Walker (2011). However, there were some important differences. While 
Walker’s study looked at the relationship between fraternal membership and members’ measures 
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on several different college outcomes, including GPA, extracurricular activity participation, and 
alcohol use, this study differs in that it examined specifically the association between fraternity 
membership and members’ measures on spirituality, religiosity, and other factors. Another key 
difference is that Walker’s sample included male and female respondents, while this study 
focused only on male students. Furthermore, Walker’s study only used data from a single 
institution, Duke University, which greatly limited the ability to draw generalizations from his 
results. This study used the Longitudinal CSBV Study, which allows for more robust results and 
a greater opportunity to generalize the results across institutions. 
Despite these differences, Walker’s (2011) research provided a guide for how to use 
propensity score matching to carry out the study. First, a probit analysis was used to evaluate the 
relationship between independent variables and the decision to join a fraternity. “Probit 
estimation uses the realized values of whether an individual student chooses to join a Greek 
organization or not and estimates the effects of identifying covariates on that decision” (Walker, 
2011, p.4). 
Then propensity score matching methods were used to create treatment and control 
groups with roughly the same characteristics. The 45 variables from the 2004 data set were used 
as possible covariates to create propensity scores for each student (Appendix D). Within 
propensity score matching, it is imperative that as many covariates as possible be accounted for 
in the propensity score calculation. Doing so minimizes the measured effect of the covariates and 
maximizes the measured effect of the imposed treatment. The differences in the dependent 
variables (i.e., spirituality identification, spiritual quest, equanimity, religiosity, etc.) between 
these two groups can then be assumed to be due to the treatment status – fraternity membership. 
Below is a conceptual model for the application of propensity score matching analysis. 
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Conceptual Model 
i 
Figure 1 – Conceptual Model for Propensity Score Matching Procedure 
To provide a guide to implement the match, a methodological design similar to one used 
by Reardon, Cheadle, and Robinson (2009) was followed. First, a logistic regression model was 
fitted to predict a student’s decision to join a social fraternity between 2004 and 2007. Second, I 
selected a match for each student that was a member of a social fraternity by using nearest 
neighbor matching with replacement (up to 10 matches) and selected matches with an estimated 
propensity score within .25 of a standard deviation. Any unused non-fraternity data were 
dropped from the analysis. Third, non-affiliated participants were provided a weight defined by 
the following formula: 
𝑤 =   𝛴!   𝑣!    𝑚!"𝑣!𝛴!𝑚!"𝑣!  
where c indexes students that are members of social fraternity and p indexes non-affiliated, male 
students, vj is the College Student Beliefs and Values Longitudinal Survey sample weight for 
student j, and mjc=1 if the non-affiliated, male student j is matched for fraternity member c (i.e., 
if 𝑝! −   𝑝! ≤    .25𝜎) and mjc=0 if a match was not achieved (Reardon, Cheadle, and Robinson, 
2009). Each fraternity member was assigned a weight wi=vi. For the matched samples of 
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fraternity members and non-affiliated participants, the sums of the weights were equal. The 
Average Treatment effect on the Treated (ATT) using students’ measured spirituality, religiosity, 
and other associated beliefs and values was estimated. Fourth, the balance of each match was 
assessed. This was achieved by using the matched samples to fit a regression model using the 
following formula: 𝑋! =   Β! +   Β! 𝐶! + Β! +   ℇ! 
In the model, Ci indicates whether the student was a member of a social fraternity or not. The 
estimated coefficient  Β! demonstrates the average difference in the covariate X between the 
weighted matched fraternity members and non-affiliated students samples and   Β! is the 
estimated coefficient for the propensity score. Fifth, an estimate of the average effect that 
fraternity membership has on members was calculated for measures of spirituality, religiosity, 
and other measured beliefs and values. Finally, sensitivity analysis was conducted to assess the 
ignorable treatment assignment assumption – determining if they were any unobservable variables 
influencing the treatment assignment. 
Missing Data  
Listwise deletion was used to deal with missing data. There is no statistical test to 
determine if the data were missing at random, making it hard to determine which method is most 
appropriate to deal with missing data. While the disadvantage of listwise deletion is that a large 
amount of data is lost, it is very robust to violations of random missing data and does produce 
standard errors close to the true standard errors (Allison, 2001).  
Many of the variables used in the propensity score match were categorical. To be able to 
use these variables and not drop these observations from the data set a missing indicator needed 
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to be included with each variable. A missing indicator indicates that there was not a value 
indicated for that item and it was left missing.  
Allison (2001) ran a simulation comparing listwise deletion compared to using a missing 
indicator and found that listwise deletion was more efficient. “Listwise deletion yields estimates 
that are very close to those obtained when no data are missing. On the other hand, the 
coefficients for the dummy variable adjustment method are clearly biased” (pp. 10-11). Also, if 
the missingness of the predictors is not dependent on the target variable, unbiased estimates of 
the regression coefficients were produced using listwise deletion. The outcome is that using 
listwise deletion would be an appropriate method of dealing with missing data in the present 
study. 
 Missing data for the College Student Belief and Values measures were replaced using 
missing value analysis. If a student did not fill out one or two items, most of the CSBV measures 
were still able to compute a value for that measure. If there were, however, many missing values, 
that observation was left missing (Higher Education Research Institute, 2012b).  
Conclusion 
Data from the 2004-2007 "College Students' Beliefs and Values" (CSBV) longitudinal 
survey instrument from the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) at the University of 
California at Los Angeles (UCLA) was used to carry out the present study. Propensity score 
matching (PSM) was used to examine the relationship between fraternity membership and 
members’ spirituality, religiousness, and other factors.  
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
This chapter will present the results of the analysis of the data employed for this 
dissertation. The chapter is separated into two sections. First, the relationship between fraternity 
membership and College Student Beliefs and Values measures using t-tests and ordinary least 
squared regression is presented. Second, the construction of the propensity score analysis: 
variable selection process, logistic regression, propensity score matching, balance analysis, 
regression results, and sensitivity analysis are reported. 
Relationship Between Fraternity Membership and CSBV Measures 
 T-test. T-test analyses were performed to examine the relationship between fraternity 
membership and 2007 College Student Beliefs and Values measures. Looking at the results from 
the t-test analyses, there was a significant difference with a p-value <0.001 between fraternity 
members and non-affiliated students for Religious Commitment, Religious Engagement, 
Religious/Social Conservatism, Religious Skepticism, and Charitable Involvement (Table 1). 
Non-affiliated students scored higher for the following measures compared to affiliated students: 
Spiritual Identification, Religious Commitment, Religious Engagement, and Religious/Social 
Conservatism. Fraternity members had a higher score for Religious Skepticism and Charitable 
Involvement. 
   Table 1 - t-tests, 2007 College Student Belief and Values Measures  
Measures Affiliated Non-Affiliated  
  Mean SD Mean SD 
    t 
Spiritual Identification * 27.072 0.296 27.738 0.126 2.063 
Spiritual Quest 23.428 0.198 23.581 0.848 0.707 
Equanimity 11.848 0.882 11.925 0.038 0.790 
Religious Commitment *** 30.817 0.437 33.101 0.197 4.578 
Religious Struggle 12.146 0.133 12.233 0.561 0.601 
   *p<0.05; **p< 0.01 *** p< 0.001 
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   Table 1 - t-tests, 2007 College Student Belief and Values Measures (cont.) 
Measures Affiliated Non-Affiliated  
  Mean SD Mean SD     t 
Religious Engagement *** 20.133 0.342 22.628 0.163 6.092 
Religious/Social Conservatism *** 14.006 0.189 15.455 0.088 6.533 
Religious Skepticism *** 18.0225 0.244 16.945 0.108 -3.932 
Charitable Involvement *** 14.228 0.135 13.391 0.059 -5.528 
Ethic of Caring 18.782 0.192 18.624 0.083 -0.743 
Ecumenical Worldview 33.333 0.195 33.115 0.085 0.843 
Compassionate Self-Concept 14.928 0.110 14.887 0.046 -0.348 
   *p<0.05; **p< 0.01 *** p< 0.001 
 
Ordinary least squares regression. Looking at the results below (table 2), there was a 
statistical difference between fraternity members and non-affiliated participants for Charitable 
Involvement and Ethic of Caring. Fraternity members showed a 1.077 unit increase for Chartable 
Involvement compared to non-affiliated students. Fraternity members showed a 0.534 increase 
for Ethic of Caring compared to non-affiliated students. 
    Table 2 - Ordinary Least Squares Regression, 2007 College Student Belief and Values Measures 
 Measures Coefficient Standard 
Error 
T p value 95% CI 
Spiritual Identification 0.527 0.310 1.70 0.089 [-.08, 1.14] 
Spiritual Quest 0.110 0.265 0.41 0.679 [-.41, .63] 
Equanimity -0.107 0.127 -0.84 0.400 [-.36, .14] 
Religious Commitment -0.347 0.412 -0.84 0.400 [-1.16, .46] 
Religious Struggle 0.191 0.186 1.03 0.303 [-.17, .56] 
Religious Engagement -0.117 0.346 -0.34 0.735 [-.80, .56] 
Religious/Social Conservatism -0.310 0.181 -1.72 0.086 [-.67, .04] 
Religious Skepticism -0.179 0.231 -0.77 0.439 [-.63, .27] 
Charitable Involvement *** 1.077 0.195 5.53 0.001 [.70, 1.46] 
Ethic of Caring * 0.534 0.258 2.07 0.038 [.03, 1.04] 
Ecumenical Worldview 0.036 0.278 0.13 0.897 [-.51, .58] 
Compassionate Self-Concept -0.099 0.165 -0.60 0.548 [-.42, .23] 
   *p<0.05; **p< 0.01 *** p< 0.001 
 
Propensity Score Analysis 
 Propensity score analysis was employed to determine the association between fraternity 
membership and members’ belief and values. First, the manner in which the variables used in the 
logistic regression equation were selected will be explained. Second, the logistic regression 
equation used in analysis is described. Third, the propensity score matching processed used in 
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the analysis is presented. Lastly, how balanced affiliated and unaffiliated students are on the 
covariates used in the analysis is discussed. 
 Treatment of the data. A major component of propensity score matching is to achieve 
balance on the covariates that may be related to a person’s decision to join a fraternity and/or the 
College Student Beliefs and Values measures. While there are many different types of Greek 
letter organizations and even membership of predominantly White fraternities can be quite 
diverse for some chapters or institutions, for the purpose of the study any observations that 
would affect homogeneity of the population were removed – one that is closely in line with 
predominantly White fraternities. In doing so, all non-Whites, religious minority, part-time 
students, and non-native speakers were removed from the analysis (Table 3).  
Another aspect of the data that needed to be addressed before conducting the analysis was 
the living arrangements for the male students in the sample. There were 32 students who reported 
that they were going to live in their fraternity house during their freshman year. Many of these 
young men may already be participating in an intake process to become a member of the 
fraternity. However, to make sure that all the observations were equally assessed across the set of 
pretreatment covariates, these observations were dropped from the analysis.  
Table 3 - Observations Removed from the Analysis by Group 
Variable Name 
Affiliated 
(n=732) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n=3,961) 
Ethnic Background   
     African American/Black 13 118 
     American Indian/Alaska Native 8 61 
     Asian American/Asian 45 288 
     Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 4 32 
     Mexican American/Chicano 21 118 
     Puerto Rican 1 17 
     Other Latino 20 72 
     Other 13 100 
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          Table 3 - Observations Removed from the Analysis by Group (cont.) 
Variable Name 
Affiliated 
(n=732) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n=3,961) 
Religious Background   
     Buddhist  53 404 
     Hindu 3 22 
     Islamic   4 19 
     Jewish 32 64 
     LDS (Mormon)  2 24 
     Quaker 1 11 
     Unitarian/Universalist  0 18 
Part-Time Student  0 4 
Non-Native English Speaker 39 223 
Fall 2004 Residence – Fraternity House 29 3 
 
Variable selection. The variables selected to be examined as possible covariates in 
logistic regression used to create the propensity score were broken into three different groups of 
variables: demographic/pre-college experiences, personal interests, and pre-treatment College 
Student Belief and Value Measures. The first category, demographic/pre-college experiences, 
included variables that captured the differences between affiliated and unaffiliated students 
related to experiences prior to entering college (Table 4). While this category includes many 
variables that are related to the participant’s demographic information, the main purpose of these 
variables was to determine any distinguishable differences between the two populations of 
interest in terms of pre-college experiences.  
There was a statistically significant difference of p<0.001 between affiliated and non-
affiliated students for the following variables: distance from home, high school type, and parent 
marital status. Non-affiliated students lived (permanent home) closer to campus than affiliated 
participants with 52.73% of affiliated students report living 100 to 500 miles away from campus 
compared to 41.86% of non-affiliated students. Affiliated students reported attending public 
school at a larger percentage (71.37%) than non-affiliated students (68.68%). Looking at parent 
marital status, fraternity members reported that their parents were ‘not together’ at a lower 
percentage (10.88%) compared to non-affiliated students (13.97%). That is, fraternity members 
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lived a greater distance from their campus, were more likely to attend a public school, and less 
likely to be children of divorce. There was a statistically significant difference of p<0.01 between 
affiliated and non-affiliated students for highest degree planned to earn at any institution. 
Fraternity members reported a lower percentage (16.67%) compared to non-affiliated students 
(22.67%) when it came to their desire to obtain a bachelors degree. Affiliated students did report 
a higher intent to earn a master’s degree (40.51%) and law degree (10.34%) compared to 
unaffiliated students (masters: 36.49%; law: 6.23%).  
There was a statistically significant difference of p<0.05 between affiliated and non-
affiliated students’ SAT/ACT scores and year graduated from high school. Fraternity members 
reported having a higher mean SAT/ACT score (1236.05) than non-affiliated participants 
(1216.59). Fraternity members were more likely to report that they plan to graduate in 2008 
(98.87) than non-affiliated students (95.97%). Graduation in 2008 for students entering college 
in 2004 is defined as an “on-time” graduation.  
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Table 4 - Student Demographic Characteristics as a Percentage of The Sample  
and Pearson Chi-Square Test Results 
Demographic Variables Affiliated 
(n=534) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,984) 
Age   
     17 0.75 0.94 
     18 57.97 56.96 
     19 40.53  39.62 
     20 0.56 1.47 
     21-24 0.19 0.81 
     25-29 0.00 0.13 
     30-39 0.00 0.10 
     40-54 0.00 0.03 
Year Graduated High School *   
     2004 98.87 95.97 
     2003 0.94 2.45 
     2002 0.00 0.74 
     2001 or earlier 0.19 0.64 
     GED 0.00 0.20 
Distance (miles) From Home ***   
     5 or less 1.69 4.63 
     6-10 2.26 3.31 
     11-50 11.49 17.89 
     51-100 12.05 12.39 
     100-500 52.73 41.86 
     More than 500 19.77 19.92 
High School GPA   
     C 0.56 0.64 
     C+ 0.94 1.35 
     B- 3.57 2.96 
     B 10.15 10.60 
     B+ 18.61 16.09 
     A- 30.45 27.67 
     A or A+ 35.71 40.69 
SAT/ACT Score * (a) 1236.05 1216.59 
High School Type ***   
     Public 71.37 68.68 
     Public Charter 0.38 0.57 
     Public Magnet 1.32 1.75 
     Private Religious/Parochial  15.25 21.22 
     Private Independent  10.92 5.99 
     Home School 0.75 1.78 
Community Service – High School    
     Yes 6.18 6.60 
     No 93.82 93.40 
Attend Community College   
     Yes 7.68 7.94 
     No 92.32 92.06 
Disability Status   
     Yes 89.51 89.91 
     No 10.49 10.09 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001;  a The mean difference was used for SAT/ACT scores  
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Table 4 - Student Demographic Characteristics as a Percentage of The Sample  
and Pearson Chi-Square Test Results (cont.) 
Demographic Variables Affiliated 
(n=534) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,984) 
Degree Aspirations **   
     None 0.21 0.53 
     Vocational Certificate  0.00 0.08 
     Associate 0.21 0.30 
     Bachelor’s 16.67 22.67 
     Master’s 40.51 36.49 
     Doctorate 20.25 20.35 
     Medical 10.76 10.47 
     Law 10.34 6.23 
     Divinity 0.63 1.46 
     Other 0.42 1.43 
Parent Martial Status ***   
     One or Both Dead 4.96 1.66 
     Not Together 10.88 13.97 
     Together 84.16 84.37 
Ranking of Choice for Institution   
     Less than 3rd 1.89 1.48 
     3rd 3.21 3.50 
     2nd 14.15 14.18 
     1st  80.75 80.83 
Cover Educational Expenses, Personal   
     None 22.20 19.18 
     < $1,000 29.45 30.11 
     $1,000-$2,999 29.67 31.42 
     $3,000-$5,999 10.33 11.62 
     $6,000-$9,999 5.05 4.60 
     $10,000 + 3.30 3.07 
Parents’ Income ***   
     Less than $10,000 0.41 0.94 
     $10,000-$14,999 0.61 1.19 
     $15,000-$19,999 0.20 1.01 
     $20,000-$24,999 1.01 1.99 
     $25,000-$29,999 1.22 1.95 
     $30,000-$39,999 3.65 5.27 
     $40,000-$49,999 5.07 7.94 
     $50,000-$59,999 7.30 9.42 
     $60,000-$74,999 10.14 14.01 
     $75,000-$99,999 16.43 18.19 
     $100,000-$149,999 24.95 20.29 
     $150,000-$199,999 9.53 7.26 
     $200,000-$249,999 6.29 3.65 
     $250,000 or more 13.18 6.90 
Mother’s Education    
    Grammar or less 0.00 0.41 
    Some High School 0.38 0.57 
    High School Graduate 11.30 14.68 
    Postsecondary  3.77 4.66 
    Some College 13.37 14.58 
    College Graduate 42.37 40.72 
    Some Graduate School 5.27 4.09 
    Graduate Degree 23.54 20.36 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001; a The mean difference was used for SAT/ACT scores 
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Personal Interests 
 
Variables intended to capture the differences between affiliated and unaffiliated students 
related to personal interests as they relate to the college experience are found below (Table 5). 
There was a statistically significant difference of p<0.001 between affiliated and non-affiliated 
students for the following variables: the likelihood of joining a social fraternity; freshman year 
living arrangement; Socializing with Friends; Partying; Drank Beer; and Drank Wine. While it is 
not surprising that young men who were very interested in joining a fraternity joined, it was 
interesting that students who indicated that there was ‘some chance’ they would do so joined 
39.81% of the time compared to 14.45% of them not joining. It appears that fraternity members 
spend more time socializing with friends and partying with 20.34% of fraternity members 
reporting that they spent over 20 hours per week socializing with friends compared to 13.10% of 
unaffiliated students, and unaffiliated students reported not partying at a larger rate (35.24%) 
than fraternity members (18.82%).  
There was a statistically significant difference of p<0.05 between affiliated and non-
affiliated students for the following variables: Exercise or Sports; Working for Pay; and Came 
Late to Class. Fraternity members reported coming to class late more frequently than non-
affiliated participants. Fraternity members reported exercising or participating in sports (14.07%) 
more than 20 hours per week more frequently than non-affiliated students (12.03%). There 
appeared to be some mixed results with the item assessing working for pay. A larger percentage 
of members of a fraternity reported working for pay more than 20 hours per week than non-
members; however, there were a higher percentage of unaffiliated participants for the next four 
highest levels of number of hours worked per week than affiliated participants. A larger portion 
of fraternity members came late to class occasionally (53.10%) and frequently (8.82%) compared 
to unaffiliated students (occasionally 48.58%; frequently 6.97%).  
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  Table 5 - Personal Interest Variables as a Percentage of The Sample and Pearson  
                      Chi-Square Test Results 
Personal Interest  
Variables 
Affiliated 
(n=534) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,984) 
Likelihood of join a Social Fraternity ***   
     No Chance 12.38 51.26 
     Very Little Chance 24.00 32.58 
     Some Chance 39.81 14.45 
    Very Good Chance 23.81 1.70 
Freshman Year Living Arrangements ***    
     With Family 3.56 8.55 
     Private Home 0.75 1.21 
     Dormitory 94.57 88.80 
     Other Campus Housing 0.94 1.24 
     Other 0.19 0.20 
Political Orientation    
     Far Right 4.54 4.75 
     Conservative 38.37 39.91 
     Middle of the Road 34.59 33.42 
     Liberal 21.36 19.43 
     Far Left 1.13 2.49 
Studying/Homework   
     None  2.09 2.10 
     Less than 1 hours 10.08 10.58 
     1-2 hours 19.39 19.94 
     3-5 hours 25.67 28.69 
     6-10 hours 23.95 21.63 
     11-15 hours 9.70 9.97 
     16-20 hours 5.51 4.16 
     Over 20 hours 2.94 3.61 
Engaging in Athletics   
     Not Applicable 15.11 12.57 
     Not at All 52.09 52.28 
     Occasionally 25.45 28.28 
     Frequently  7.63 6.87 
Socializing with Friends ***   
     None  0.00 0.41 
     Less than 1 hours 0.57 1.32 
     1-2 hours 3.04 5.62 
     3-5 hours 12.17 19.63 
     6-10 hours 29.09 26.97 
     11-15 hours 21.48 21.62 
     16-20 hours 13.31 11.34 
     Over 20 hours 20.34 13.10 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001  
 69 
Table 5 - Personal Interest Variables as a Percentage of The Sample and Pearson  
Chi-Square Test Results (cont.)  
Personal Interest 
Variables 
Affiliated 
(n=534) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,984) 
Exercise or Sports *   
     None  1.33 3.11 
     Less than 1 hours 5.13 7.60 
     1-2 hours 11.03 13.07 
     3-5 hours 16.54 17.64 
     6-10 hours 21.48 18.75 
     11-15 hours 20.34 16.96 
     16-20 hours 10.08 10.84 
     Over 20 hours 14.07 12.03 
Partying ***   
     None  18.82 35.24 
     Less than 1 hours 13.88 19.03 
     1-2 hours 17.87 17.54 
     3-5 hours 21.10 15.30 
     6-10 hours 14.26 7.04 
     11-15 hours 9.13 3.22 
     16-20 hours 2.66 1.29 
     Over 20 hours 2.28 1.35 
Working (for pay) *   
     None  42.50 36.26 
     Less than 1 hours 3.98 3.28 
     1-2 hours 4.17 5.07 
     3-5 hours 5.69 7.84 
     6-10 hours 11.20 13.42 
     11-15 hours 8.35 12.13 
     16-20 hours 10.25 10.54 
     Over 20 hours 13.85 11.46 
Performed Volunteer Work   
     Not at All 11.84 13.40 
     Occasionally 63.16 61.35 
     Frequently 25.00 25.25 
Drank Beer ***   
     Not at All 37.78 64.68 
     Occasionally 44.36 28.38 
     Frequently 17.86 6.94 
Drank Wine ***   
     Not at All 38.91 62.20 
     Occasionally 46.80 32.57 
     Frequently 14.29 5.23 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Table 5 - Personal Interest Variables as a Percentage of The Sample and Pearson  
Chi-Square Test Results (cont.)  
Personal Interest 
Variables 
Affiliated 
(n=534) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,984) 
Socialized With Diff Racial/Ethnic Groups    
     Not at All 3.19 4.58 
     Occasionally 36.96 37.70 
     Frequently 59.85 57.72 
Came Late to Class *   
     Not at All 38.09 44.45 
     Occasionally 53.10 48.58 
     Frequently 8.82 6.97 
Did Community Services – Class   
     Not at All 48.03 49.01 
     Occasionally 40.71 40.04 
     Frequently 10.95 11.26 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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College Student Beliefs and Values Measures 
There was a statistically significant difference of p<0.001 between affiliated and non-
affiliated students for the following 2004 College Student Beliefs and Values variables (Table 6): 
Spiritual Identification, Religious Commitment, Religious Engagement, Religious/Social 
Conservatism, and Religious Skepticism. Fraternity members reported a higher level of 
Religious Skepticism than non-affiliated members. Non-affiliated participants reported higher 
levels for Spiritual Identification, Religious Commitment, Religious Engagement, and 
Religious/Social Conservatism. These findings were similar to results previously reported where 
fraternity members only reported higher levels of Religious Skepticism (Goldfarb, 2008). 
      Table 6 - 2004 College Student Belief and Values Measures, Mean and Standard Errors  
Variable Total Affiliated Non-Affiliated 
Spiritual Identification *** 27.327 (0.117) 26.054 (0.292) 27.371 (0.123) 
Spiritual Quest 22.243 (0.088) 21.878 (0.218) 22.245 (0.920) 
Equanimity  11.799 (0.039) 11.630 (0.096) 11.785 (0.042) 
Religious Commitment *** 33.949 (0.184) 31.575 (0.467) 34.101 (0.193) 
Religious Struggle 11.707 (0.051) 11.902 (0.125) 11.710 (0.054) 
Religious Engagement *** 23.714 (0.154) 21.758 (0.359) 23.761 (0.160) 
Religious/Social Conservatism *** 16.251 (0.081) 15.061 (0.193) 16.292 (0.084) 
Religious Skepticism *** 16.406 (0.102) 17.631 (0.257) 16.393 (0.106) 
Charitable Involvement 13.988 (0.058) 14.255 (0.150) 13.946 (0.060) 
Ethic of Caring 17.043 (0.076) 17.048 (0.183) 16.966 (0.078) 
Ecumenical Worldview 31.652 (0.085) 31.763 (0.203) 31.574 (0.088) 
Compassionate Self-Concept 15.151 (0.045) 15.153 (0.105) 15.122 (0.046) 
      *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
Logistic regression. After determining which of the predictor variables were statistically 
different when comparing fraternity members and non-affiliated students, the next step was to fit 
a logistic regression model to be used with the propensity score matching. The logistic regression 
analysis will provide the propensity score or how likely one would be to join a social fraternity.  
While there are many ways to construct a logistic regression model for propensity score 
matching, there is not one definitive way to build a model. Guo and Fraser (2010) discussed 
many different ways to specify a model that provides a correctly predicting propensity score. 
When defining the best logistic regression model, ‘the answer is simple: we need propensity 
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scores that balance the two groups on the observed covariates” (p. 138). To create the logistic 
regression model for the present study, a combination of the results from the previous section on 
‘Variable Selection’, which looked at the statistical significance of the covariates, and the 
literature presented in Chapter II were used to create the model.  
The process of creating a logistic regression model is often an iterative process that takes 
many attempts before finding one that works with the data. For instance, there were iterations of 
including and removing statistically significant covariates and covariates that were chosen based 
on research from the model. Case in point, there was not a significant difference between 
fraternity members and non-affiliated members for their reported high school GPAs. However, 
Nelson, Halperin, Wasserman, Smith, and Graham (2006) found that fraternity membership had 
a negative affect on members’ grades over time. While participants’ high school grades were not 
taken into consideration, the research did provide a justification to include the covariate in the 
model.  
The final logistic regression model included 24 variables. The propensity score values 
produced from the logistic regression model ranged from one to zero. A propensity score near 
one indicates that the participant was more likely to join a social fraternity. Alternatively, 
propensity scores closer to zero indicated the participant had a slighter chance of joining a social 
fraternity. It would be expected that fraternity members would have a propensity score closer to 
one and non-affiliated participants would have a propensity score closer to zero.  
Figures 2 and 3 were used to explore if there was a sufficient overlap in the propensity 
score between fraternity members and non-affiliated students. The results show an overlap in the 
distribution for the propensity scores of fraternity members and non-affiliated students (Figure 
2). The boxplot in figure 3 also displays that there was an overlap between the two populations.  
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Figure 2 - Histogram of the Propensity Score for the Sample by Fraternity Membership 
 
Figure 3 - Boxplot of the Propensity Score for the Sample by Fraternity Membership 
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Propensity score matching. The propensity score matching process was conducted 
using the STAT command nnmatch (Abadie, Drukker, Leber Herr, and Imbens, 2004) using the 
Stata application. This command will allow for nearest neighbor matching with replacement (up 
to 10 matches) and calculate the average treatment effect on the treated. Code created outside of 
the nnmatch command in Stata was written to select matches with estimated propensity score 
within .25 of a standard deviation. There were 2,422 male students in the sample with 366 
fraternity members and 2,056 non-affiliated students. 
Balance diagnostics. Since propensity score matching is supposed to simulate 
randomization, checking for balance amongst the covariates is a fundamental part of conducting 
propensity score analysis. Having balance among the covariates allows one to determine if there 
is a statistical difference among the covariates of interest – variables that the researcher has 
determined as important in a subjects’ selection of the treatment or value for the dependent 
variable.  
The balance diagnostics are presented below (Tables 7, 8, and 9). As can be seen from 
the results on the next page, balance was achieved, which is determined based on the 
insignificant results amongst the chi-square tests and t-tests.  
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Table 7 - Student Demographic Characteristics  
Demographic Variables Affiliated 
(n=366) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,056) 
Age   
     17 0.70 1.33 
     18 58.85 62.07 
     19 38.94  36.33 
     20 0.85 0.88 
     21-24 0.85 0.00 
     25-29 - - 
     30-39 - - 
     40-54 - - 
Year Graduated High School    
     2004 98.12 99.04 
     2003 0.91 0.88 
     2002 - - 
     2001 or earlier 4.4e-04 0.00 
     GED - - 
Distance (miles) From Home    
     5 or less 1.85 1.77 
     6-10 2.65 2.37 
     11-50 13.72 17.15 
     51-100 11.50 8.88 
     100-500 50.44 50.51 
     More than 500 19.91 19.24 
High School GPA   
     C 0.44 0.15 
     C+ 1.33 0.44 
     B- 3.98 2.67 
     B 7.96 7.57 
     B+ 15.93 18.12 
     A- 39.91 38.50 
     A or A+ 35.71 40.69 
SAT/ACT Score (a) 1234.04 1236.24 
High School Type   
     Public 74.34 73.83 
     Public Charter 0.44 0.85 
     Public Magnet 1.33 1.98 
     Private Religious/Parochial  16.81 15.15 
     Private Independent  5.75 6.79 
     Home School 1.33 1.40 
Community Service – High School    
     Yes 6.19 5.92 
     No 93.81 94.08 
Attend Community College   
     Yes 4.87 7.10 
     No 95.13 92.90 
Disability Status   
     Yes 90.27 90.95 
     No 9.73 9.05 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001; a The mean difference for SAT/ACT scores was used 
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                     Table 7 - Student Demographic Characteristics (cont.) 
Demographic Variables Affiliated 
(n=366) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,056) 
Degree Aspirations    
     None - - 
     Vocational Certificate  - - 
     Associate 0.44 0.35 
     Bachelor’s 16.81 14.18 
     Master’s 41.59 43.09 
     Doctorate 19.47 18.69 
     Medical 10.62 13.83 
     Law 9.29 8.95 
     Divinity 1.33 0.65 
     Other 0.44 0.27 
Parent Martial Status    
     One or Both Dead 3.54 2.15 
     Not Together 10.62 10.71 
     Together 85.84 87.15 
Ranking of Choice for Institution   
     Less than 3rd 0.44 2.69 
     3rd 3.59 4.69 
     2nd 17.33 15.17 
     1st  78.67 77.45 
Cover Educational Expenses, Personal   
     None 22.56 21.65 
     < $1,000 30.26 29.76 
     $1,000-$2,999 30.77 32.01 
     $3,000-$5,999 10.77 10.03 
     $6,000-$9,999 3.59 4.75 
     $10,000 + 2.05 1.79 
Parents’ Income    
     Less than $10,000 0.44 0.36 
     $10,000-$14,999 0.88 0.97 
     $15,000-$19,999 0.44 0.18 
     $20,000-$24,999 0.88 0.80 
     $25,000-$29,999 1.00 1.33 
     $30,000-$39,999 2.13 3.54 
     $40,000-$49,999 5.75 5.23 
     $50,000-$59,999 7.96 9.73 
     $60,000-$74,999 13.27 11.69 
     $75,000-$99,999 16.81 18.67 
     $100,000-$149,999 26.99 24.33 
     $150,000-$199,999 7.96 10.14 
     $200,000-$249,999 4.87 4.71 
     $250,000 or more 8.85 10.07 
Mother’s Education    
    Grammar or less 0.00 0.22 
    Some High School 0.45 1.17 
    High School Graduate 13.84 13.64 
    Postsecondary  4.46 4.35 
    Some College 13.39 11.46 
    College Graduate 42.41 40.49 
    Some Graduate School 4.91 5.28 
    Graduate Degree 20.54 23.39 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001; a The mean difference for SAT/ACT scores was used 
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           Table 8 - Personal Interest Variables 
Personal Interest Variables Affiliated 
(n=366) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,056) 
Likelihood of join a Social Fraternity    
     No Chance 19.91 22.31 
     Very Little Chance 34.96 30.80 
     Some Chance 40.27 40.48  
    Very Good Chance 4.87 6.42 
Freshman Year Living Arrangements    
     With Family 5.31 7.00 
     Private Home 0.00 0.39 
     Dormitory 93.36 91.91 
     Other Campus Housing 1.33 0.70 
     Other - - 
Political Orientation    
     Far Right 4.42 3.31 
     Conservative 37.17 36.44 
     Middle of the Road 30.53 37.32 
     Liberal 26.11 21.04 
     Far Left 1.77 1.89 
Studying/Homework   
     None  2.22 1.01 
     Less than 1 hours 10.22 12.26 
     1-2 hours 19.56 16.77 
     3-5 hours 25.33 31.16 
     6-10 hours 25.33 21.11 
     11-15 hours 9.33 9.75 
     16-20 hours 5.78 4.61 
     Over 20 hours 2.22 3.33 
Engaging in Athletics   
     Not Applicable 13.27 8.66 
     Not at All 54.87 58.42 
     Occasionally 23.89 23.31 
     Frequently  7.96 9.61 
Socializing with Friends    
     None  - - 
     Less than 1 hours 0.88 0.44 
     1-2 hours 4.87 4.60 
     3-5 hours 14.60 14.82 
     6-10 hours 30.09 26.04 
     11-15 hours 21.24 20.94 
     16-20 hours 13.27 13.84 
     Over 20 hours 15.04 19.31 
                    *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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Table 8 - Personal Interest Variables (cont.) 
Personal Interest Variables Affiliated 
(n=366) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,056) 
Partying   
     None  27.43 27.32 
     Less than 1 hours 17.26 15.88 
     1-2 hours 19.47 17.76 
     3-5 hours 16.81 16.02 
     6-10 hours 10.62 10.70 
     11-15 hours 6.19 8.97 
     16-20 hours 0.44 1.69 
     Over 20 hours 1.77 1.66 
Working (for pay)    
     None  42.92 41.82 
     Less than 1 hours 3.54 2.71 
     1-2 hours 3.10 3.37 
     3-5 hours 5.75 5.95 
     6-10 hours 10.62 11.19 
     11-15 hours 10.18 10.18 
     16-20 hours 9.29 11.99 
     Over 20 hours 14.60 12.79 
Performed Volunteer Work   
     Not at All 11.06 12.50 
     Occasionally 60.62 60.75 
     Frequently 28.32 26.76 
Drank Beer   
     Not at All 52.21 50.00 
     Occasionally 38.05 36.05 
     Frequently 9.73 13.95 
Drank Wine   
     Not at All 49.12 49.42 
     Occasionally 42.48 41.88 
     Frequently 8.41 8.70 
Socialized With Diff Racial/Ethnic Groups    
     Not at All 2.21 4.80 
     Occasionally 34.96 29.04 
     Frequently 62.83 66.16 
Came Late to Class    
     Not at All 42.92 42.16 
     Occasionally 52.21 50.57 
     Frequently 4.87 7.28 
                      *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
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                      Table 8 - Personal Interest Variables (cont.) 
Personal Interest Variables Affiliated 
(n=366) 
Non-Affiliated 
(n= 2,056) 
Did Community Services – Class   
     Not at All 47.35 51.63 
     Occasionally 39.82 39.82 
     Frequently 12.83 10.26 
                       *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
       Table 9 - 2004 College Student Belief and Values Measures, Mean and Standard Errors  
Variable Total Affiliated Non-Affiliated 
Spiritual Identification  27.327 (0.117) 27.025 (0.435) 26.874 (0.376) 
Spiritual Quest 22.243 (0.088) 22.274 (0.326) 22.562 (0.287) 
Equanimity  11.799 (0.039) 11.722 (0.141) 11.789 (0.114) 
Religious Commitment  33.949 (0.184) 32.293 (0.697) 32.970 (0.548) 
Religious Struggle 11.707 (0.051) 11.936 (0.183) 11.933 (0.183) 
Religious Engagement  23.714 (0.154) 22.503 (0.545) 23.017 (0.456) 
Religious/Social Conservatism 16.251 (0.081) 15.471 (0.294) 15.711 (0.249) 
Religious Skepticism  16.406 (0.102) 17.366 (0.395) 17.201 (0.308) 
Charitable Involvement 13.988 (0.058) 14.435 (0.223) 14.206 (0.165) 
Ethic of Caring 17.043 (0.076) 17.173 (0.183) 17.109 (0.241) 
Ecumenical Worldview 31.652 (0.085) 32.123 (0.300) 32.160 (0.262) 
Compassionate Self-Concept 15.151 (0.045) 15.246 (0.164) 15.258 (0.130) 
      *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
Results. Linear regression analysis was implemented after propensity score matching to 
estimate the association between fraternity membership and members’ spirituality, religiosity, 
and other factors (Table 10). As the table illustrates, the only statistically significant difference 
for the Average effect of Treatment on the Treated (ATT) estimate between fraternity members 
and non-affiliated students was Charitable Involvement. There was a positive difference of 1.069 
units on members’ Charitable Involvement compared to non-affiliated students. 
   Table 10 - Ordinary Least Squares Regression, 2007 College Student Belief and Values Measures 
 Measures Coefficient Standard 
Error 
t p value 95% CI 
Spiritual Identification 
          Fraternity Membership 0.479 0.588 0.82 0.82 [-.67, 1.63] 
     Propensity Score -3.371 7.471 -0.45 0.65 [-18.03, 11.29] 
Spiritual Quest 
          Fraternity Membership -0.464 0.387 -1.20 0.23 [-1.22, 0.29] 
     Propensity Score 3.478 4.578 0.76 0.45 [-5.51, 12.46] 
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   Table 10 - Ordinary Least Squares Regression, 2007 College Student Belief and Values Measures (cont.) 
 Measures Coefficient Standard 
Error 
t p value 95% CI 
Equanimity 
          Fraternity Membership -0.331 0.175 -1.89 0.06 [-0.67, 0.01] 
     Propensity Score 1.877 1.923 0.98 0.33 [-1.90, 5.65] 
Religious Commitment 
          Fraternity Membership -0.341 0.882 -0.39 0.70 [-2.07, 1.39] 
     Propensity Score -9.44 9.71 -0.97 0.33 [-28.49, 9.62] 
Religious Struggle 
          Fraternity Membership 0.060 0.257 0.23 0.82 [-0.44, 0.56] 
     Propensity Score 1.172 3.185 0.37 0.71 [-5.08, 7.42] 
Religious Engagement 
          Fraternity Membership 0.013 0.685 0.02 0.99 [-1.33, 1.36] 
     Propensity Score * -16.78 7.54 -2.22 0.03 [-31.57-1.98] 
Religious/Social Conservatism 
          Fraternity Membership -0.150 0.381 -0.39 0.69 [-0.90, 0.60] 
     Propensity Score ** -10.724 4.099 -2.62 0.01 [-18.77, -2.68] 
Religious Skepticism 
          Fraternity Membership 0.018 0.497 0.004 0.97 [-0.96, 0.99] 
     Propensity Score ** 15.658 5.522 2.84 0.01 [4.82, 26.49] 
Charitable Involvement  
          Fraternity Membership *** 1.069 0.260 4.11 0.00 [0.56, 1.58] 
     Propensity Score 1.702 3.051 0.56 0.58 [-4.28, 7.69] 
Ethic of Caring  
          Fraternity Membership 0.450 0.361 1.24 0.21 [-0.26, 1.16] 
     Propensity Score 0.591 4.300 0.14 0.89 [-7.85, 9.03] 
Ecumenical Worldview 
          Fraternity Membership -0.175 0.383 -0.46 0.65 [-0.93, 0.58] 
     Propensity Score -0.467 4.273 -0.11 0.91 [-8.85, 7.92] 
Compassionate Self-Concept 
          Fraternity Membership -0.424 0.227 -1.86 0.06 [-0.87, 0.02] 
     Propensity Score 4.741 2.501 1.90 0.06 [-0.17, 9.65] 
  *p<0.05; **p< 0.01 *** p< 0.001 
 
Sensitivity Analysis. Another aspect of the results that needs to be examined is the 
sensitivity of the results to the assumptions made for the analysis. The results are dependent on 
the assumption that the propensity score matching effectively removes the differences between 
the treatment group (i.e., fraternity members) and the control group (i.e., non-affiliated persons). 
However, there could be a variable that is predictive of whether a student joins a fraternity that is 
not included in this data set. Sensitivity analysis tests how the estimate for charitable 
involvement would change if there were a variable, called a confounder, which was not included 
in the survey, but was reasonably predictive of fraternity membership. 
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The sensitivity analysis used is based on Rosenbaum’s (1986) article. In Rosenbaum’s 
analysis, like other sensitivity analyses, the effect of an unobservable variable (U) on the beta 
estimate is trying to be assessed. While the observed influence that U may have on the beta 
estimate may not be captured, an estimate can be made regarding the maximum reasonable 
impact U may have on the estimate. For Rosenbaum’s sensitivity analysis, a range of reasonable 
estimates are plugged in to the following regression equation, where Δ is the estimate and 𝜂 and 𝜙 are plausible values of omitted variables that are large relative to the observed variables 
included in the propensity score model. Δ∗ =   Δ+   𝜂𝜙 
The values for 𝜂 used for the analysis are the largest standardized regression coefficient 
from the logistic regression equation for the propensity score and the standardized coefficient for 
charitable involvement. We used the standard coefficient for the variable that asked participants 
“how likely are you to join a social fraternity” and, as mentioned above, the standardized 
coefficient for charitable involvement. Since balance was obtained when conducting the 
propensity score analysis without having charitable involvement in the model, it was not 
included for the analysis. So to be able to conduct the sensitivity analysis as closely to 
Rosenbaum’s methodology as possible, I added it to my final model to obtain the standardized 
coefficient for charitable involvement. For the 𝜙 values I used the largest within paired 
difference, which is calculated by the difference in the means divided by the difference in the 
standard deviations, and the largest unadjusted adjusted standardized difference divided by the 
square root of two. The variable with the largest within paired difference was religious 
commitment and the variable with the largest unadjusted adjusted standardized difference 
divided by the square root of two was religious/social conservatism. 
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It appears that three out of the four hypothetical situations tested during the sensitivity 
analysis did not have much of an effect on the estimate for charitable involvement (Table 11).  
Table 11 - Sensitivity Analysis   
  
Hypothetical 𝜙 Values Hypothetical 𝜂 values Range of Values  for Δ* The Estimated Effect  on Δ* 
Charitable 
Involvement 0.381 0.763 [1.36 - 0.78] 
[1.14 - 0.99] 
[1.10 - 1.04] 
[1.08 - 1.06] 
72.81% 
 
0.381 0.197 92.99% 
 
0.042 0.763 97.03% 
 0.042 0.197 99.23% 
 
The largest impact was for the first calculation, where it was assumed that a confounder variable 
would have a similar impact as the combination of likelihood to join a fraternity and religious 
commitment. This extreme case yields an estimated effect of 73% of the current beta estimate 
(.73 ≈ .78/1.069), which is calculated by taking the smallest value for the range of values for Δ* 
divided by the parameter estimate for charitable involvement. In other words, if there was an 
unobserved variable that was as predictive as likelihood to join a fraternity and religious 
commitment, the estimate could change to be 73% of the current beta estimate. Note that even in 
this situation, the beta would be positive (.78), indicating that fraternity affiliation is positively 
associated with charitable involvement. This shows that, even in the most extreme case where a 
measure was omitted that was as predictive as an individual’s intent to join a fraternity and an 
individual’s reported religious commitment, the estimate for charitable involvement is fairly 
robust. However, it is very unlikely that an unobserved variable would be as influential as these 
variables as it relates to the statistical difference between fraternity members and non-affiliated 
participants reported charitable involvement. It would be more reasonable to conclude that the 
effect of a confounder variable would be in line with the other three estimates, the maximum 
effect on the estimate of which is 93% of the current beta value (.93≈.99/1.069). This indicates 
that the estimate for charitable involvement is not very sensitive to the assumption that we have 
incorporated all variables predictive of fraternity affiliation in the propensity score. 
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 Summary 
This chapter presented the result from the analysis of the data used for this dissertation. 
The purpose of the analysis was to determine the association between fraternity membership and 
members’ spirituality, religiosity, and other factors. There was a difference between the findings 
from the t-tests, OLS regression, and propensity score matching analyses. There appeared to be 
more statistical differences between fraternity members and non-affiliated participants when 
running the t-test analyses. There was only a single statistical significant difference when 
conducting the propensity score matching analysis with a positive relationship between fraternity 
membership and members’ reported charitable involvement. There did not appear to be any 
confounding factors that affected the results found from the propensity score matching. The next 
chapter will present the discussion, recommendations and implications for future research. 
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CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between fraternity membership 
and members’ levels of spirituality, religiosity, and other factors. The 2004-2007 "College 
Students' Beliefs and Values" (CSBV) longitudinal survey data from the Higher Education 
Research Institute (HERI) at the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) was used to 
conduct the analysis, where propensity score matching (PSM) was employed to compare 
fraternity members and non-members’ spirituality, religiousness, and other qualities. The 
discussion, recommendation, and future research sections will examine the implications of the 
findings for future researchers and student affairs practitioners.  
Discussion 
 There were two main results that emerged from the findings from the present analyses. 
The first was that there was not a statistically significant difference between fraternity members 
and non-affiliated participants for eleven of the twelve College Student Belief and Values 
measures. The only measure for which a statistically significant difference was found was 
charitable involvement. The second main result was the significant difference between fraternity 
membership and members’ self-reported charitable involvement. These findings will be 
discussed at greater lengths in the sections below.  
CSBV Measures – No difference for eleven of twelve measures. There was not a 
statistical difference between fraternity members and non-affiliated participants for eleven out of 
the twelve College Student Beliefs and Values factors when matching individuals that had 
similar propensity scores. As mentioned in the literature review, there is research that examines 
the positive (e.g., values of academics, brotherhood, ritual, leadership) and negative (e.g., hazing, 
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high-risk drinking, ethnocentricity) outcomes of fraternity membership. That there was not a 
difference between the reported beliefs and values of members and unaffiliated students was 
unanticipated since there were clear differences found between these two groups in other studies 
(Goldfarb, 2008; Webb and Muller, 2009). 
One possible explanation for this finding is that few studies have used propensity score 
matching when examining the association between fraternity membership and the measured 
outcomes of interest (Nelson, Halperin, Wasserman, Smith, and Graham, 2006; DeSimone’s, 
2010; Walker, 2011). Most other studies mentioned in the literature review used other statistical 
methods to examine the association of fraternity membership on members. Using propensity 
score matching allowed for comparison of the treatment group with a control group in quasi-
experimental design with very similar attributes – providing an unbiased estimation of treatment-
effects. This study is an important contribution to the literature regarding student spirituality, 
religiosity, and fraternity affiliation since many of the extant studies have limited research 
designs that use statistical analyses that confound their results. 
 The 2004 College Student Beliefs and Values (CSBV) measures were used as pre-
treatment covariates in the propensity score and balance was achieved on all twelve measures. 
While there was not a one-to-one match done with the CSBV measure values, propensity score 
matching paired individuals with similar propensity scores for the regression analysis. Having 
similar propensity scores would increase the likelihood that the matched pairs would have 
similar values for the CSBV measures in the 2004 survey results. For eleven CSBV measures, 
the 2007 survey results were not significantly different than the 2004 survey results for young 
men with similar propensity scores. The spiritual and religious convictions for young men with 
similar propensity scores were not changed, on average, by their junior year of college. 
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Therefore, membership in a social fraternity does not change the spiritual and religious 
exploration process for male college students when compared with similar non-affiliated 
students. 
Fraternity membership and charitable involvement. As the results implied, fraternity 
membership had a significant, positive association between fraternity membership and members’ 
charitable involvement. Charitable involvement is defined as “a behavioral measure that includes 
activities such as participating in community service, donating money to charity, and helping 
friends with personal problems” (Spirituality in Higher Education, 2010a, ¶ 1). There are many 
levels of exposure to charitable or philanthropic involvement as it relates to fraternity 
membership. At the local level the campus chapter and the institution’s Office of Greek Life 
encourages these activities.  
At the national level, the North-American Interfraternity Conference (NIC), which is a 
trade association representing 75 national and international collegiate men fraternities, promotes 
a set of standards that ‘call upon fraternity and campus leadership to create some changes to 
today's fraternity and asks each member to live to the highest standards of fraternity 
membership’ (North American Interfraternity Conference, 2013, ¶ 1). These set of standards for 
the 75 member fraternities that related to academic success, leadership ability, and social skill 
development. These standards were formulated through the partnership between the campus 
community and national fraternities to create a single set of bylaws for these young men to 
uphold.  
The standards embrace the common principles shared by all our organizations. 
Academic success, service and philanthropy within our community, leadership 
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development, and social skill development are the cornerstones of the standards. (North 
American Interfraternity Conference, 2013, ¶ 2)  
However, nothing in the NIC documents specify standards of behavior for the member 
organizations. One of the main principles deals with community service and philanthropic 
involvement. To assess a chapter’s compliance with the NIC principle, NIC collects data on the 
total number of community service hours and total number of philanthropic dollars raised for a 
charitable cause for each undergraduate chapter.  
 Many national fraternal organizations host charitable events and/or hold philanthropic 
standards for members. Sigma Alpha Epsilon (SAE) fraternity hosts the True Gentlemen Day of 
Service, which is an annual event in which all SAE chapters participate (Sigma Alpha Epsilon, 
2013). In the 2012 academic year, a total of more than 15,000 hours of service were recorded 
with more than 100 chapters participating. The only requirement for this philanthropic event was 
that each campus chapter gives back to their local community. 
 Sigma Phi Epsilon promotes service learning through its Balanced Man program. The 
Balanced Man program was created to improve the fraternity experience. There are three 
different areas that the national organization has highlighted as it relates to programing: sound 
mind, sound body, and service learning (Sigma Phi Epsilon, 2013). Service learning allows 
members to realize the contribution that one member or the entire fraternity can have on the 
community. The experiential learning builds on the traditional curriculum learned within the 
classroom – encouraging civic engagement and building a positive relationship with the 
community that hopefully lasts a lifetime. The ultimate service learning project within the 
fraternity is the Sigma Phi Epsilon Fellow award, in which an undergraduate member must 
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invest at least 500 hours of community service, engage his entire chapter in the activity, and 
develop a plan to have the service learning activity continue after he graduates.  
Delta Sigma Phi similarly has a program called the Better Man program (Delta Sigma 
Phi, 2013). There are three pillars to this program – courage, action, and excellence. Being a man 
of action is defined as a man who: 
does not resign himself to await the actions of others; when he sees a person in need, an 
injustice at hand or an opportunity to improve the world around him, he stands up and 
lends a hand. When others may falter or fade, he has the poise to act. (¶ 4) 
Members’ commitment to service and generosity is exemplified in the service activities their 
chapters are involved in on their local campuses. The Red Cross is the selected philanthropy of 
the fraternity. Delta Sigma Phi has sponsored many events over the years and has set an 
impressive goal of being the largest single donor organization for the following categories: pints 
of blood, dollars raised, and hours of service by 2025. 
College and university offices of fraternity and sorority affairs often provide guidance 
and support for the efforts fraternities make towards charitable involvement. For example, at 
Georgia Southern University the Five-Star program has been implemented “to improve the 
management, success, and image of the fraternity and sorority chapters” (Georgia Southern 
University, 2013). This program, or a similar program, is common on many college and 
university campuses.  
The Five-Star program stands for the five core principles: Scholarship, Philanthropy, 
Campus Involvement, Educational & Social Programming, and Public Relations. One of the 
principles involves philanthropic involvement. Chapters can earn points towards their five-star 
designation by participating in community service, sponsoring philanthropic events, or electing 
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one of their fraternity brothers to oversee their community service involvement. Fraternities need 
to be involved in many activities with a large portion of the chapter participating to obtain the 
full number of points.  
Recommendations Based on the Discussion 
The following suggestions are based on the discussion section from the present study: 
1. Provide programming that encourages spiritual and religious development for all college 
men. An example of organizations that could take on such an activity could be organized 
student religious groups like the Hillel Foundation, the Newman Center, or Intervarsity 
Christian Fellowship. Since there was not a significant difference between fraternity 
members and non-affiliated participants, when constructing programming around 
spiritual and religious beliefs and values for college men, programming could be directed 
to college men in general. While the analysis did not look into gender differences and 
only examined the beliefs and values of college men, the difference between beliefs and 
values of college students may be more gender specific.  
Bryant (2007) found that women reported having higher levels of twelve of the 
thirteen factors (e.g., spirituality, commitment to religion, religiousness, and 
religious/social conservatism, etc.) assessed by the CSBV survey. Alternatively, when 
compared to women, men only reported having a higher level of spiritual/religious 
growth. Buchko (2004) found that prayer occurred more frequently in women’s lives, but 
during stressful times men were found to pray more often than women. Women also 
believed, more than men, that the connection with a higher being played an important 
role in their everyday lives and were more likely than men to look to religion for advice 
or guidance in times of trouble. Further, women felt more comfortable and secure than 
 90 
men with the degree to which they incorporated religion into their lives. The “next step” 
is to find a way to overcome the traditional resistance of men to self-reflection as a means 
of supporting spiritual growth (McKee, 2013). 
2. Examine fraternity membership and the positive relationship it has on members’ levels of 
charitable involvement. Many organizations and student groups on college and university 
campuses want members to be involved in service learning/philanthropic activities 
(Jacoby, 1996). In addition, institutions of higher education hope to groom their students 
into becoming socially responsible citizens who give back to their communities. Since it 
appears that there is a positive association between fraternity membership and members’ 
charitable involvement, it would be advantageous to examine what they are doing right. 
For example, it would be helpful to identify fraternal organizations that exemplify best 
practices in regards to supporting and encouraging the development of members’ beliefs 
and values and share this information in a public forum.  
3. Encourage character development and value-based programming that reinforces spiritual 
development and personal religious commitment within social fraternities (Welch, 2013). 
While there was not a statistical difference between fraternity members and non-affiliated 
male students when it came to eleven of the twelve College Student Beliefs and Values 
measures, encouraging spirituality, religiosity, and associated concepts benefits not only 
the inner-growth of the student but also other collegial outcomes (e.g., GPA, Leadership 
Ability, Satisfaction with College) (Spirituality in Higher Education, 2010b). According 
to the principle investigators for the College Student Beliefs and Values study, “[g]rowth 
in Equanimity enhances students’ grade point average, Leadership skills, Psychological 
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Well-being, self-rated ability to get along with other races and cultures, and Satisfaction 
with college” (¶ 15).  
Recommendations for Future Research 
The following suggestions for future research examining spiritual and religious development 
of college students and the outcomes of fraternity membership are based on the findings in the 
present study: 
1. The current analysis examined the tip of the iceberg as it relates to examining the 
association between fraternity membership and members’ spiritual and religious 
development. Since the current analysis employed propensity score matching to examine 
the difference between affiliated and non-affiliated students, the population of causal 
inference was narrowed down to White, Christian males. Future researchers could study 
the relationship between members of different types of fraternal organizations (e.g., IFC, 
NPHC, NALFO) to see if there is a difference between the members in the different 
organizations, and associated with other religious traditions. 
2. As reported in the results, there was not a difference between male participants who were 
members of a fraternity and students who were unaffiliated on eleven of the twelve 
College Student Belief and Value measures. Further research may want to examine the 
difference between men and women who are affiliated and non-affiliated. As discussed 
previously discussed previously, researchers have reported a significant difference 
between male and female college students (Buchko, 2004; Bryant, 2007). Even though 
these differences did not consider affiliation in Greek letter organization, it does show 
how male and female students construct meaning and value as they relate to their spiritual 
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and religious identities differs. Examining the difference between affiliation status would 
add another facet to student development research that has not yet been explored. 
3. Study the relationship between Black, Latino, or religious minorities in Greek Letter 
Organizations compared to other students with similar backgrounds. For example, 
examine the association between Jewish fraternities and Jewish members’ spiritual and 
religious development compared to Jewish students who are not affiliated with a Greek 
Letter Organization. This would allow researchers to determine the relationship 
membership has on members in regard to their beliefs and values. 
4. As with any type of organization, different Greek chapters excel at different events or 
activities. For example some campus chapters maybe better known for their philanthropic 
involvement, while another may be more interested in the social aspect of brotherhood. 
Institutions of higher education could determine fraternity chapters that help promote 
members’ spiritual and religious development would be advantageous for fraternity 
organizations to reinforce (Welch, 2013). Fraternity rituals provide written guidance on 
the high ideals, morals, and ethical teachings fraternal organizations want members to 
adopt. National fraternities could identify chapters within their fold based on adherence 
to Ritual beliefs and practices, and the quality of its performance within each chapter as 
criterion for chapter awards.  
5. Future researchers with a nationally representative data set and a large enough sample of 
fraternity members within each institution may want to perform a similar propensity 
matching analysis and include institutional effect by matching members and non-
affiliated students within institutions. This strategy will allow them to capture some 
specific institutional reasons why a male student may or may not join a social fraternity. 
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For example, at one institution students may be more likely to join a fraternity if they are 
on the rugby team. However, at another institution students who participate in rugby are 
more likely to be part of the debate club. The reason one joins fraternity is often related to 
the specific fraternal culture at a specific institution, with each campus chapter having a 
separate sub-culture and set of behavioral expectations for members. 
On a similar note, researchers with an even larger sample size and a larger 
number of observations of fraternity members within each institution could add a 
fraternal organization indicator (i.e., an indicator that lets the investigator determine to 
what fraternal organization a student belongs). The researchers could employ some type 
of matching mechanism that could capture the fraternal organization effect. For example, 
each institution could release their recruitment records to see which fraternal organization 
students were interested in and the research could then match students who were only 
interested in the same Greek Letter Organization. However, this could whittle down a 
sample size fairly quickly and would most likely be very impractical. Also, such a 
matching mechanism would be unpopular due to the possible negative comparison 
between fraternal organizations.  
Summary 
The results of this study based on a representative national longitudinal sample of 
undergraduate college males indicate that there are fewer differences between affiliated and non-
affiliated men than previously thought. Once the differences in affiliated and non-affiliated men 
are taken into account through propensity score matching, all factors except for charitable 
involvement were insignificant. Charitable involvement was positively influenced by fraternity 
membership and appears that these organizations caused members to be more involved in 
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charitable activities. College student affairs practitioners can utilize this research to enhance 
programming for fraternity and non-affiliated men. Further research can be conducted regarding 
the differences between men and women’s spirituality and religiosity and other factors, as well 
as to determine best practices for advocating charitable involvement to fraternity and non-
affiliated students.  
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In closing, please contact Matthew Case, our senior data manager, to work out the details of your data access. 
We can get all of the preparation done on your access prior to July 1st so that all that is left on that day is 
actual data delivery. 
 
All the best! 
 
We look forward to your results. 
 
Linda 
 
Linda DeAngelo, PhD 
CIRP Assistant Director for Research 
Higher Education Research Institute 
University of California, Los Angeles 
3005 Moore Hall, Box 951521 
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1521 
Phone: 310-206-1433 
Fax: 310-206-2228 
www.heri.ucla.edu 
 2 Astin, A. W., Astin, H. S., & Lindholm, J. A. (2011a). Assessing students’ spirituality and 
religious qualities. Journal of College Student Development, 52, 39-61 
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APPENDIX C 
2004 AND 2007 COLLEGE STUDENTS' BELIEFS AND VALUES  
(CSBV) FACTOR SCALES/INTERCORRELATION TABLES2
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APPENDIX D 
PROPENSITY SCORE MATCHED ITEMS 
 
Demographic 
 How old will you be on December 31 of this year? (2004) 
 In what year did you graduate from high school? (2004) 
 Are you enrolled (or enrolling) as a: (2004) 
 How many miles is this college from your permanent home? (2004) 
 What was your average grade in high school? (2004) 
 From what kind of secondary school did you graduate? (2004) 
 Below is a list of community service/volunteer activities. Indicate which of these you 
participated in high school: Community Service 
 What were your scores on the SAT I and/or ACT? (2004)  
 Citizenship status: Prior to this term, have you ever taken courses for credit at this 
institution? (2004)  
 Since leaving high school, have you ever taken courses at any other institution: 
Community College? (2004) 
 During the last year of high school what proportion of the time did you live with: mother, 
father, legal guardian, etc. (2004) 
 Do you have a disability? (2004) 
 What is the highest academic degree that you intend to obtain? (2004) 
 Are your parents: living together, divorced, diseased, etc. (2004) 
 Is this college your 1st, 2nd, 3rd, or 4th choice (2004) 
 How much of your first year's educational expenses (room, board, tuition, and fees) do 
you expect to cover from each of the sources: Personal? (2004) 
 What is your best estimate of your parents' total income last year? Consider income from 
all sources before taxes. (2004) 
 Current religious preference: (2004)  
 Do you consider yourself a Born-Again Christian? (2004)  
 What is the highest level of formal education obtained by your mother? (2004) 
 Mark only three responses, one in each column: Father’s Occupation (2004)  
 
Personal Interests/Behaviors  
 Where do you plan to live during the fall term? (2004) 
 How would you characterize your political views? (2004) 
 During your last year in high school, how much time did you spend during a typical week 
doing the following activities? (2004) 
o Studying/Homework
o Socializing with friends  
 3 See Appendix C for the items used for the College Student Beliefs and Values measures. 
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o Exercise or sports 
o Partying 
o Working (for pay) 
o Volunteer work 
 For the activities below, indicate which ones you did during the past year. (2004) 
o Drank Beer 
o Drank Wine or Liquor  
o Socialized with someone of another racial/ethnic group 
o Came late to class 
 College Student Beliefs and Values Measures 3  
o Spiritual Identification  
o Spiritual Quest 
o Equanimity  
o Religious Commitment  
o Religious Struggle 
o Religious Engagement  
o Religious/Social Conservatism 
o Religious Skepticism  
o Charitable Involvement 
o Ethic of Caring 
o Ecumenical Worldview 
o Compassionate Self-Concept 
 
 
 
 
 
 
